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“The . Compensatory E¢:oaﬁon Sfudy Compensatory Educoﬁon Study. Thesesummori«:s.
0 roquufed by Congress in the 1974, Elerrbemu'y cnd - provide both genergl information on each of the ' ..
Education Ammts. The 1974 = projects ond specific references to where morre S
o\ Amendments emphasize the direct rqaonsiblmy detdled discwimscmbe found. : : ,'
v g«;‘:u. Imtm:no; Eebm':rn lg;"sE) :o o The i edby)Rit;ha'd M ’ :
: The study only 1 - overview. was prepar oss VG
thm reviewed on official reseatch,  of’' the Compensatory Education Study.’ 4
-« plan) m&md by NlE; it ‘was funded with $15 _— Timothy McCarthy of the Publlc'Eﬁmeoge- N
N mlmcn_ oty set aside from the Title | "ment and Administrative Semvices ' Division” .°
. ,‘ iaﬂon. Interim reports onstudy Mmoging and ‘editing of project summaries' was
a:bmlﬂedfoCmg-eas inDecember - done . by  Jonet Taylor, Peirce Hommond, ond
1977.; A final. redort will be Marjorie  ‘Kulash, -Special $hanks are. duve to -
: Sepfembes .978. ' ; Catherine Blacknall -for her cid in collecting ond .
b - ! m“\g ﬂ\emaferhl. . -
Thfi' providesmoverviewofstudy : . ,,42-*.- ,j : L
. ﬂndlmmdomyofeodiofthpmeﬂm ) o ' s
. “ 35 rmch projects whlch mdte Lp the whole L ' ¢ JoyA Frechtllnq, Du'ector R
= . Cmupematqry E‘yaﬁon Study . .
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directed the Institute fo conduct a comprehensive
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: OVERVIEW OF ™HE NIE COMPENSATORY . ;
. N E ) TICN s -
) ‘e - ) ; ’/ .. . : . .’/ // » .:
-. -. . x . \ ‘ v i ) - / ’ 1\
' Compensot educoﬂon is one of the - naﬂmoﬂyonqlememorymdsecondoryeducoh Co
. Noﬂon?s most important. efforts. to equollze edv- . In some of the Nation's poorest school districts it -
- cationol opportunity. Thex t stems/from'the = occounts for almast one-third of fheir per-pwﬂ" :
reeognlﬂon that chlldrgn’ from disadvantoged -expendiwes. ' Y
- backgrounds frequently iwjoy /the 'same -« s -
% educational benefits cs‘fheir Many attend - ' The.amount of money tha: a school dlstrlct L
. a‘-’ schools in districts that 1 low overgll sevenves '+ receives “under Title | depends on ‘the .number of E
;’ - o hld'u concentrafons of disadvant “Tamilies. children oge 5 to |7 whose; familles live under the . "«
#+: Such circumstances’ ploce special’ qs on the“ *~ poverty. llne,themmberof ildren receiving Aid - -~ 7
" :schools dnd adversely offect the l/dévelop~ - - to.Formilies with Dependenf Children (AFDC), and
-ment “of pupils. Compeqaat ‘education: is- "~ the number of chﬂdreq/ in federally supported - ;
_____Jmmded to ‘ease- those pvublerr'lzm providing. foster -homes or" instifutions ‘for’ peglected or R
. disodvaontaged children with additional services to . - delinquent children. ‘Within the distict; Federal R
. bel;ﬂhem complete their educaﬂqhon more equol regulations-also direc Title I monies to schools in
; terms, T . / : mepooresfa'eos. _" , \ o P
- The, moiri 1mpetus to compenscfory o n writlhg.the encbllqg legislatlon, Congress
edacqﬂon came. from’ Title | of the Elementary d\ose to give States and 'school districts. wide
Education® Act of 1965 -(ESEA), latitude <in eﬂd&llshlng locol ~compensatory edu-
submled "an Act to sfrengthen and improve ' cotlon For le, a' 1974 Senate
educational - quality .and educational . oppor- - report notesdh "locol officials are charged with
* ‘tunities,®: The most. important source of compens develdplt)g !ocel soluﬁ to meet their speciﬂc
sofo:ygdmﬁmfmds,Tﬂelhosdmled- needs."/
:billions-‘of Federdl dollars /to- Stotes ond school °
dmrlci's for egmpemafory . o The school d!strlcts take the initiative i~
‘ S : . des!gnlng lecal progroms and,in identifying which -
. Cong'es had. three in mind when it students are to receive special services. Compen-
enocted Title 1. ~First; it" sought to provide/ - satory educaﬂon ‘funds are rost frequently used
. additional financial assistance to school districty’ /for special instruction, but local communities also . -
. -aervlng largy msmbers /of students from | S j use monies for such auxiliary services as
Inchme fomilies and fo the ichools with. the food; medicol care, and psychological counseling. .
“gréatest number of students. Con- ./
- grass. sought to fund /special- services for low- - Tl-ENIE ST!.DY co .
ochlevlng children” in./schoals with low revenve’ ‘
' levels. .- And- mm Cong'eum !ntendedl M'Tm? ll £ wca}"he i )m m?; the Nfotlonol lngm{of -
prowmtocovm e fo cogniv -sacialy on come from on - .
" ond unoﬁond develoomem of p&ﬂcipaﬁng stu- Amendments of 1974 (Public Law 93-380), which - .

den?s. . “.,. R

: : 1 Govemmen
. bet::ens' SI’bill,fah and $2 billion a year
e Sfotes and_local educational agencies for -
) ams.  Re rting
iumsln“elememorymd

i co(memufcry sducat o
.;'38% of all Federal 4
; sdeondcy education, Title-l is the largest Federal--

m for young students, While Title
r:)%ofﬂletotolmonlesqaem

* study: of. educdtion progroms, -
includlng thoae lnmced by the States.. Congress .~ - .
“r ‘this' 3-yeor study in order to gather .~
‘information which would help_them:in consldering"f

vlegi lotlmforeouthoﬂze Title I, : o

. X

. In requeeﬁns the study, Congrw etsenﬁa"y
-wonted mswe:s to two' questlons First, whot o

: \

¢



. lished over the Icst decode"
" compensatory educohon progroms be improved?

S .. To answer the- first quaﬁon, the NIE study
~ - examined whether existing Title | programs have
T met the origmol mtemions of Congmcs. o

' - To determlne how compensat
midﬂ be ‘improved, NIE researchers Investl
" the relative effectiveness of different ¢
. local-opproaches ' to implementing Title I, They .

educohon prograns occomp-

studied the relationships between improved acao- -

J

demic performonce and such elements of i

fion “as . individualized learning c:d closs size

Second, how can

ory educcmon

B

" " Researchers also considered the possibls ‘ ffect of

. othes methods of allocating funds (on 'tk
" achievement test scores, for examplg),
- examined dlternative ways o” or izing. Federol,
state, and.‘'loca! efforts to mdt compensotory
progroms work better. e

s of Tltle I often
> s ocodemic per-
More recent selective ‘evaluations

ing instruction. How-

e success depends
d)ili.ty 10 disfrlbute funds ‘and deliver services to

s its-eligible student, Cqmeqyen
shown strong int restﬂn mlng' who benefits
from Title | & Fﬁa

L NIE's
- enable Cangress 1o judge whether the _program has
“met each of three objectives: . the allocofion of

delrvery of servlces, ‘and the deve}op-
ment of £hil fen.

he overall NIE study conslsteq of 35 major

pco}

_ }/ ey of CompemMory Edpcation,

ol’ demonstration projects in |3 school dis-

pfs, and’ @ number- of detailed case studles of

articular aspects of .the :Title | progr

ccordance with ‘the study’s mandate, 'an su

mmed an interim report ‘in 1976 g-

/ report—actually g series of six r rts-ln the foll

- of 1977. Other reports will -be
1978. ‘ =

[ . e .. . . ‘ S

RESEARCHFII*DIN(.S ’, _ ‘ )
s Title I's Effecﬁvenes' in Dlstrlbuﬁ Money

'« fundd ore actually distributed- as Congress
- intended. The orliginal legislation specified that
prds were intended to help dlstrlcts pro'*’ ide

progroms and measure’
education by gouying,

L 4

w'
tly, Congress has -

inc/ion of Tiﬂe 1 was deslgned fo.

These. projects included a .

in the follof e

NIE go?heted informofion d\<hether Tme |

vi

services 0. oréas vmh concentrations ‘of low-
~income families.  The number. of children living in

poverty ‘would determine the amount of- a ,
di/;et received ond also.. the elinibllity x a,-

© por culorschoolforfunds.

’ ¥

At the same nme, Congress decided fhat

’ /. fungs"should be spenf only for childréngmho were
- 'clearly low achieving. School administrators and

‘teachers select children gt the individual. school
. fevel on the basis of their educational yneeds. .
~ Until Title | resources reach the school, the focus

-is on family income; thereaffer It is on studem S

achievement. . . ; 3

NIE's analysis of the dismbuhonoleffects of o
the Title !l formula indicates that the formwla: |
* generally meets the purpose intended by Congress:
Title ! directs funds to areas with concentrations
of children from low-income. fomfflies. However,
\the pooregt counties and districts often, seceive
Iess money, than do. richer areas?for ecch of the
children countéd for Title } purposes. This is’
~’bécouse. Title | 'allocations are weighted by. the
“average per-pupil expenditure. (APPE) for the
State, ond Very poor areas are often found in low-

‘spending Stdtes. ° e
" More specificolly, NIE foursa_thau

1. Overall, the larger the number of = _
"« poor children in a district, the . .
o larger its ollocaﬂon. -,

2. The Iagest ‘proportion of Title I
- . money .is direct to central .
cities, rural greas, ond places '
- . with high proportions of m.inority .
. group children. o

The siare of Title 1 funds golng
1o caunties in the South and ‘in
‘the Middle Atlantic States is
~  larger than the counties' share of
school populotlon. in
:&Sow is a result of the.
region's hecvy concentrations of
low-income . children; in the-
. - Middle Atlantic S'td'es, it results
“\ both from the numbers of low-
- income and - other ~ formula-

kKR

~ “ eligible . children . and * from  a

~ relatively. ‘high.  level

of
g educational ex9enditures. ° (m#

Urbcn and Northeostern counties
receive the most money for ‘each

. formula-eligible  child;  rural
Southern - counties receive the
least. This reflects the weight- -
ing . of allocations according to
state APPE, ,

N

' .
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P 5. Amw Tltle fundlng cont SS,MO Thi: ﬂgure could be "adjusted .0 - thut
e, ~ stitutes only 3% of all spending” . poverty Is defined as 125% or 150% of the current
- . ~on elementary  ‘and seconday. - lndu,ovaso%ofmedlmfanllylm -
. . education on a national level, it . L :
T . ,.'_mqymtforan—ﬂ\lrdofme . NlEexanlmdﬂ\elnpllcoﬁmofthesemd' .
=i 7, funding in the very poorest . - other proposed changes for Title! funding, It - -
SN L *  school dlsmcfs. : - concluded - that _if Cong- raised the
5./ ' I , level, the preportion of now- identified as
Tltlel mether Etbcmion Ald S oo !n large cities and in: the South would decline.
] : ls,infum,wouldmmtbotﬂmenreoswould o
NlEmedee gﬁgwm_g}.ﬂﬂe J receive less Titles support. . R
: wnh ‘that of .othér Federal ‘ond state education S
progtomsﬂmdrechfmdsfoploces with the. - - ln l97k,somemembers ‘of theHouseof,

*~ lowest income populations ond) the most_limited - Representatives expressed considerable inferest in -
"7 tax boses.  NIE sought to determine which | using data from™ achievement test scores to ?
V.= progrom had the ‘gréatest effects on educaﬂoncl - allocate funds to States, school ABmcts, md :
: spendlngm thelooal level. - . ﬁchpols. NIE ‘studied the feasibility of -this
. , and its’ probable .implications. Firsr, it
Title 1.aid per pupil B_the lowest income - looked at alternafive ways o collect achigverrfent
school districts is 5.5 times as great as Title l'aid  ,ddta.and the cost of doing so. Seeond, NIE tried
per pupli in the highest income Mdistricts. This = to estimate where funds might be distributed if .
makes Title | oid more redistributive with respect ullocaﬂons were based on achievement scores,’ g

,/to }ncome thon ony other Federal - progrom of Thlrd, ‘NIE conducted several demonstration pro- -~ *

“ education’ ald to jurisdictions or thon state aid jects’ in which school ‘districts were given wa'vers
overall, Title | also provides slightly more money from the usual rules governing the allocation of®
" fo_districts: with smail local tax bases than to -  funds to schools. .These projects allowed NIE to
_disfricts able to provide high* levels of local  observe what might happen if districts relied on
‘spending, and it is thus more eqtm]lzlng ﬂmofher ' achievement data in Identifying ellglble schiools -+ - -

Federol oid w]thin States. ' . md sfudents-

PR Flnollr, NIE found that Title ! is wper!or to - ~ NIE's resemch led it to oonclude ‘that it is
«  other Federal or state funding programs in terms not possible at present to use achievement data to -
. of its capacity to increase educationa!- spending at” allccate  funds fo all States -and districts.
" the local level, rather thon being used to repléce However; a new national testing program, which . .
. local expenditures. A-higher proportion of Title | would produce enough data for achievement
_ dollaré represents net additions to district expen-  allocations to-the States, could be ready in 3
" ditures than . is the case wlthqojher Federol or _ yéaw3. Such a program would cost $7.2 miilion
+ Mate etbcoﬁon ald. , . " -over ‘a.3year period. A testing progtam that _
. o could be used to ‘allocate funds directly to each
At ‘the wlfhlnodistrlct level, Tlﬂe lis l& - school district on the basis of the number of low- =~
focused, ond the funds are nof concentrated solely achjeving children in the district would probably
on the lowest income schools.. There are strong cost as much gs $53.million over.a 3-year period.
. pressures to increase the numbers of schools being . .- ' However,  the.oddi tional expenditures required for_,
served, and a:number of 'procedures~some of . each State to allocate funds to districts on the
them statutocy and others - embodiad in regu- basis of statewide tests would be far les\s.

laﬂom-huvo greatly increased school districts' .
. tlexibility in. ldenﬂfying schools to receive Title I¥ " NIE's anolysis lndICOteH'm a-change to on

L services.. Though eoch of the sourcesiof flexibility achievement-based allocation system would have
. can be seen a3 desirable in itself, td<en together little effect on.the amounts of money received by

L ihey ge&'ly wgduce the comenfroilon of Title | egch of the four major census reglons, However, - i
'.", - mony States would experience changes in their
’ S L fund!r;g. NIE esﬁmaffcs that 23 States’ w'zueld
‘ Altemml Funding Formulas © -~ ... experience chonges of more thon 15% in their®
T et o S hareof fonds, ;€ |

NleacakadtocomlderwheMornot .

other, definitions of poverty would Jead to a better .\ " The data also indicate that cerfoin kinds of
meﬂ‘d of -allocating resources .o the schools. “ school . districts, such as, districts with:. lorgo. .
The current formula could be revised by raising ©  Pumbeys of mindeity students, would probably gain - .
. the level of poverty of by tying it fo under an ochievement-based allocation system, ',

upwards :
average family income: Todcy,dfanlly of four is - while nonmetropoliton areas would probably lose : -
comldered poor ‘when it lives m on lncome of funds if achievement criteria were substituted for

[ : . . P .- .
- P . T e . i .
. . . . . . .

e N i . -




. the average,
L s{?"ﬂﬂcoml(.

- poverty critéria. Urban and suburban districts. in - N
- some areas would be likely 16 gain funds; while - -

-those in other. areas. would
cities ond suburbs would gain, but not 4

be likely to lose.- On

'
.

. ‘DEMONSTRATION PROJECTS -

The "demonitration projegts,” in which rulés
ing funds .cllocation were: walved, involve -

T T3 school districts for the period 197578, NIE
" . 'was inferested in;leaming exactly whqt districts

might do if they were not required to allucate

_. .. funds under the existing Title'l framework and,
-2 . porticulorly, what would be “the effécts of any -

.. decision to allocate on-the basis of achievement. -
" . Districts -applying for this study gave numerous

‘for wanting 1o waive existing regulations. .

. Mdny. wonted to allocate funds directly to both.
. schools and students on the basis of educationgl .

.. v

1 N
, use

disadvantoge because they'felt that the .current

* formulg denied services to some low achievers.

Others wanted. to continue. serving ‘students no
. Jonger eligible for_services Under existing rules -
becouse tion

ottendance "patferns. ~ Still others wished tq

eliminate the ‘stigma of Title | as a progrom for -
~ poor or_minority students.. - o

.

F In&ings from the ‘demonstration _program

. have led NIE 1o canclude that most districts could
evemnent scores fo allocate funds without. ... -

fgclr?::“m{ major technicol problems. The change
to achievement criteria, combined with more

| " restrictive student eligibility criterid in mony

B schools, «

-»»‘,"l-',of.ﬂfe most part,

., "absolute numbers of poor and minority children -

_,i

h _ Wtc for. the low-achieving group.

ed
low-achieving chiidren miors. directly thon “they
hod .previously. During the. demonstration, the
- proportion of poor children in the Title |- popu-
lation decreased, while the propertion of low-
- achieving childen increased. The: percentage of
minority children among Title | pupils remained

districts recelving

- walvers served more children, although they spent

‘less per. child. This ‘meont an increase in the

sefved as well as in the number of jow-achieving
children. The increase’in-numbers.of children’
_served was ‘substantial for all groups but most

4

However, in.order 1o serve additional chil-
the intenaity of services provided for each-child.

“Although children in” these districts spent less

‘before,- districts did not  mdke _fundomentol

“changes “in their gpprooch: 'tq compensatory. in-

o

.

- . . . 4 H . . : : ¢ v
e S viii -

participating distriéts to select :.

‘dten, the demonstration- districts slightly reduced -

progrems haod: altered

1

‘time: in compensatory instruction thon they hod: )

“-the demonstration distriéts.

| Services foStudents - - - -

Y - L - -
d - N

struction; The nature of ‘Tlt‘l'g',.l.servié&'-,me,'sfze'

of fie.instructional group and.the qualifications of - - '
:the teaching staff--was not alfered. - .+ ", S

Based on the research findings,. it is clear

) ﬁfm edsx,d;smuha;‘qm#mamwme
. $fructure of a compensa ‘
- downgrading this model ?y. for example, sub-

itory program and resisted -

stontially 'increasing1 group size or “hiring ‘less
expensive staff. In mony cases, disiricts psed

funds feom sources other than the basic Title | .

. grant in order to .maintain the quality-of “their -
program. It is likely thot these odditional funds. .
would not be avaliable over,dn extended period of '

.. time. Therefore, if districts continved to sérve
-increased numbers of Title.]) students for a number -

of years, the. reduction in intensity of services
would probably be greater than that observed in -

SERVICES PROVIDED BY, TITLE | FUNDING

;

"7 ~Becouse very little detailed information was

avollg?'“hd the nature of the . services being
provided”

by Title | funds, NIE conducted a large-

 scale National Survey of Compensatory Education.

The results showed that 9 out of 10 school
districte receive Title | funds. These funds are
used mostly in elementary grades ond provide.

satory education services to 20% of the

‘compensat X
Nation's”elementary school students, .6r 6 million

children. Three-fourths of the furids are used 1o

. - provide instructional.services: . Title | protjiroms
- today_focus on instruction to a for greater degree
‘than in the eariy days of compensatory education. ,
- School district personnel have told NIE that they

believe this strong emphasis on baslc skills, which -
is encouraged by Federal officials, is appropriate.

 Title 1 regulations,“are flexible enough to

. permit districts fo fund noninstructional ‘services,

and some - local districts feel the need for comi-

- pensatory education. programs .that can provide

medical care, counseling, ond food. Most districts
use less than 5% of their Title | funds for such
services. - The anly noninstructional services to

receive a-growing share of Title | funds are those

~activities related to the Porent Advisory Councils
. (PACs), through which parents help shape and plon

Title l programs.

The NIE survey demonstrated that -Title 1)
provides important services thot_ represent real
odditions to.the level of educational expenditures
in districts receiving funds. ‘Disfricts might have
used Title | funds to pay for services that they

would have provided even without Title I. *Since. .

they have not done so, it seems that the reguire-

ments imposed by Title | on the schools' use of

’ . o -y
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\ _ on average clazs size of 27,

- OI’COS.

. el -

\
. . b

funds have been effective in ensuring that sup-

plemenlory services reclly are prawded. ‘

Typuof Services '.z .

T exammsng how Title - odds 1o the edyca- -
“tion of porficipating children, NIE researchers
collected information on class size, time spent in
instruction, teacher qualifications, and the degrec
to. which cornpensotocy education instruction is
Individualized. ~While the NIE investigation
covered only o limited number of districts, the
results were encourogmg in alf four of: these
///‘ . -

Clossanza were small, averoging

2 students. in compensatory. reqd-
-“ing and 12- studeats’ in mathe-

matics and longuage arts. In
" contrast, the regulor classes
attended by Title . students hod

,Compensmory educohon stu-

hours per week in speci

instruction. Time spent-in com-

L'« pensotory reading _instruction’

| averoged 29% of the totol in-

) structional time, r longuoge
arts and mothemch£ the equi-
‘valent figures were 22% ond
- 27%, respectively. . :

"Teochers giving compensatory..
instruction to students oftén hod™

- special training. For example,
67% of the prafessiona! teachers
hod graduate. trainind beyond a
bachelor’s * degree, ond 62%

spfcidlized in one subject,

KR

Maony school districts attempted .
to individualize their instruction,
although few offered instruction
that could be considered indi- -
viduollzed .in " all respecls.
Teachers’ uides played an impor-
tant role in Title.l programs and
werewused to help schools provide
more individualized attention to
children, Mare ‘than half the’
aides employed nationwide are
« paid from Title | funds. .

Tltle L progroms seem 10 be desugned in ways
thot con help students achieve more in school.
Title | students usually spend more time in basic

skills instruction than do classates who.are not

In compensatory programs, Also,, they are tought
in smoller groups, often by spec-olly trained staff,

4.

dents spent on averoge of S i

N

. many eligible children remain unserved.

LI S .-
.

On the other hond, the t.n)ulity and :nten.my of
Title | services are-not uniformly high in the
14,000 school districts réceiving’~compensatory

funds. In some -districts, compensatory education . . .

. students receive less reading instrucfion than do’ -

non-Title | students,, Moreover, in some districts, “

thete is little evndgnce of ‘¢lear planning or
specific instructional goals. The absence of such

planning tends to fetsen Title I's effectiveness’ in"-

helping children to lqorn. T

- Extent of Serwces

NlE found tbbt even in school dusmcts ‘with .

'v-nell-desamed and carefully managed programs,
The

notional survey found that only 66% of the
children determined eligible by ‘schoo! districts
recelve services! If the Congress does not find
Title | at”its full authorized level, eoch district's
annual entitlement- Is reduced occordmg to @

lhe number of studems served,

* complex formula, Lower q,apropnotlom affect

o

, servlces.

Because of thxs limited funding, most school
districts can serve only childréen who score far -
belog the SOth percentile in achievement. Stu-,
dents whose performance is just below dverage
and who might ochieve af average or above-
average levels. if they received- special services
wusually are not included.. “Similarly, retaining
. childrery in the program after they begin to ake

- achievernent - gains is often impossible ‘because

there are chlldren with greater riceds awaiting

These problems are porticularly . severe in x

dlsm‘cts with the highest concentrations of poor
children, ' Although’ these districts receive larger
Title | grants than do more affluent districts, they
. 'generally reseive less money for each poor child
because they are in States with low average

. expenditures ond lower allocations. These dis-
tricts con serfve only a very limited proporllon of =

thelr low-achleving students,

. Finally, less than 1% of all high school
students receive . Title | services, although' the
program was designed for both elemenfary and
secondary students. Relatively few. private school
students receive Title | services, ond those

dents receive consid~rably less time in mstrucllon ’

than do publuc school students.
EFFECTS ON STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT

In the past. there has been little evidence =

that compensatory education progroms have had
any effect on student development.  However,
NIE's findings demonstrate that compensatory
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b T

nsfruction con htM! ‘a considerable Jeffect /on i
Jdearning. - S oL Voo

S NIE exommed “the relative effecﬂveness’ of -

different instructional techniques in—order to

- Identify promising approoches and to esfimate the
" potential of ¢

ory education if funds were
used well. ~ The NIE Instructional -Dimensions

* Study (IDS) focused especially “or: Individualized
"~~techniques;.the amount of time students spant in
' instruction, ond whether instruction occurr. * in-

the st

dept's regular classroom or in @ "puliout”
setting,

S0 that. the results of _ different

 opprooches could be .compared, the programs
setected for study voried considerably in these »

" respects. :

" no_ dromatic differences. , _
 tional methods, although they indicated that |st

;

The prell&fioor'y re_sﬁlts <‘>f4 the study showed

graders did better when tought in theif own
classrooms and confirmed the importance of time
it in instruction-and.on specific learning tasks.
rall, the results showed'that the children mode

. significonf achievement gains. For example, |st

graders in the somple made average gains of |2
months in reading and |1 months in mathematics
during the 7-month period between fall ond spring

testing, a gain eguivalent to a 12- and 15-point -

rise in -their percentile scores. Third groders

- that

gained 8 months.in reading and 12 in mathemnatics,
a percerttile gain of 7 and 15 points. These gains
are considerably greater thon those found in

previous evaluations, which have tended to find at

best a month-per-month gain. .IDS results suggest
compensatory -instruction con: meet -with
significont success. . . _

S Hdwev_i.;r, NIE connot conclude that all
compensatory education students are gaining as

.much as those who porticipated in the Instruc.

tional Dimensions Study. The classrooms in that
sludy were not o random sample, but were

selected for their instruetional characteristics.
- Although ihe programs were operating in a cross-
section of school districts, they were probably

better implemented and more stable than average

. Titje | progroms, . |

. In generoi—- NIE's findings do not show that
Title | lhstrucm;n Is effective everywhere or that

past problems with the quality ‘ond. stability of .

instructional services have been solved. But jthe
results do indicate that school districts con create

. the tonditions nécessary to make compensatory
- Instructional services effective. E

| ADMINISTRATION OF FITLE 1

To understond how Title - |- is'rr;onoged by

Federal, state, ond local administrators,, NIE

varioOs - instruc-,
" provide high-quality

“© regulations nor the

-

14

investigated both the odminlstrative” ond . legal

fromework. of the program. Managemerit of Title

| Is complex becouse it involves three layers of

government: Federal, stafe, and local. While the :
- Federal Government -exercises leadership in carry-

ing"out o program legislated by the Congress, the
principal  responsibilities for

States and the districts. NIE researchers jodked

¢ at how this process, was “affected by the legal
- framevlork of Title | and by different monagement

..Bmica- . :
F ederal Rgg_ iremem.;» " :

. Much of the legal fremework is concerned
with requirements governing the use of Federal
funds at the local level. Program development
requirements dre designed to ensure that districts

services to -participating
3tudents. . : -

NIE sought to determine whether the legal
framework governing the use of Title | funds was
consistent, necessary, and clear. In general, it
concluded that: -

I. The legal framework is "con-
sistent. . The framework includes
the statute passed by the Con-
gress, the regulations prepared °
by the U.S. Office of Education
{OE), and letters of advice sent
by OF to States nd school dis-
tricts. In_general, neither the

e letters of * -

advice conflict, with the statute.

or with each other.~ J

2. The funds allocation require-
° . ments appear necessary if fhe
"~ © Congressional goal of providing
- special services to educationally
disadvantaged . children is to be
met, These. réquitements are
- designed to restrict the ways in
which school districts .may use
funds. lo ensure that the funds .
< are allocated to schools in the
- poorest areas ‘ond used to supple-.
ment, not. replace, local expen-
ditures. The regulations assist
districts in resisting .pressure to
use Title | funds for general edu-
-cation or for tax relief.

‘3. The program development
requ‘rements are not necessary
in the some sense, because dis- .
tricts have no incentives to
‘deliver poor services. However,

9

>Spon ensuring that- '
Congressional intentions are met reside with the

-



d!strleh to- &velop widely dif-
ferent . progroms_fo- meet’ the

naedf “of “—educationally dis- - *
. ".odvantoged chudren i 1helr._ '

commmify. :

The legal ftomework Is noi, how-
ever, as clegr .as it could be.
‘State ‘local officlals’ look to

- the legaf-framework for guidance ~-
. in'resolvipg iechnicol ond odmin- -

. Istrative dﬁ ultids, . Since the

longuage of the framework' is not -

always: clear, . some confusion
exists ‘abbut the exoct inter-
pretation of specific . require-
ments. This lack of clarity has
serfous. es, becouse

~ Title- . !coordilmtm £ who -

mmmderstmd{ the ‘legal frame--
“'work are likely either to violate

its requirements: or to -adopt. .

unduly “restrictive policies. For

_example, - some. States angd® dis-
_ 4 tricts’ have plonned their pro-
. grams more -conservatively than
the low or . the regulations
.require in order to avoid being
charged with viclations during
program audits. In some areas
the prévision of special seryices

in' the-regulor classroom™is Yor<

bidden ond students are pulled
out of class for  their - com-
- pensatory imtrucﬂon, but Title |

" does not require or encourage

_either “pullou?" or "in-closs" pro-
grams. -~

. In gen;fdl/ Federal nmogemem

to. be fundamentally

appear3
soond, ond the efforts of the -

- t of Health, Edu-

_cation, and Welfore (HEW) to see
" that regulatioris are observedyare
appropriate. These efforts con-
sist of program review visits
each yeor by OE officials ta a
few districts ond-fiscal audits by
. HEW .auditors_in a few others.
The resits of these site visits

and audits can provide guldance -

even to districts that -are -not
visited. This system does not
re - a---mossive Federal
orcement effort, nor does it
plocc heavy burdens on the

ddVdopmem requtre- S

AN

States or’ 1he dmrlcts. Somé
-~ . technical problems do” remain;
, " for the most- part, these lnvolve .
o the- procedures: - required - R
-7 decide  whether services are s
b wunbrgumnly wpplem'emory

8. Titlel oﬁnlnistrcﬂon is probcbly
better now than it has been ot °
. any time-since_ the program was
enacted i 1965. Congmsioml
v * oction in 1970 .ond” subseguent
' -redrofting of regulations have
made. the legal framework for
more specific with regard to the
use of funds. - This has obviously -
. benefited those chifdren the pro- -
~ gram Is.intended to serve, Far
example,  early evoluahons
pointed out that ‘children in
. target populations were not
" consistently -given special, or
. ~odditional, services. Today,
‘most: locol officials know they .
capnot use Title’ l money as *
general aid.

'RoleoffheStates 0

. Stotes must -attend to many management
details if they. are to ensure that Title [ works as
the Congress intended. First, the state Depan
ment of Education must ‘approve the applications
for Title | assistance sent by locat districts. This
process requires that state ation admini-

. strators carefully feview. éach district's opplico-

tion and ensure that it complies with the legai-
framewodrk as established by the Federal Govern-
ment and interpreted and augmented.by the State.:
After lications - are approved, the Stdte dis-
tributes Title | funds to the school - districts.

Dwring the school yéar, the State provides the
' districts with technical assistonce in designing a

program, monitors. the districts' activities, and
enforces complionce. Because state. Title. |
personnel have the authority to take oction if
guidelines are being violated, the States play ‘o
key rale in making Title | programs work in local
school districts.

’

“ln siudying how Smfes ademinister Tltlel

" NIE learned that stats ptocticez vary greotly.'

The States differ not only in" the ways they
communicate information 16 the. d: stricts, but also
in fhe ways they provide technical assistance ond
monitor ond enforce compliance. The NIE study

" found two major reasons {or these differences. -

s

First, mony Stotes .are unclear about their

‘exact responsibilities and authority in severol ,

areos, particularly fhose related to auditing md

Ip
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‘penatlzmg d’ stricts by "withholding money This
reflects the foct that the legol framework of the
‘ progrom is often unclear ond underlines the need
m’S ovemnent in this areo.. Second, state
resource availablé to administer Title! vary, as -
do decisions about the best use .of those resources. *
For example, while some States use mast-of fheir~.
administrative money for stoff, others use sub-""""
. stantial amounts to pay . for consultants -or to
cover indirect costs such as ‘bookkeeping ond
: computer time. NIE research suggests that States
using g saller portien.of their Title | odministra-
tive money for stoff were genetally less active
" ond less_effective in dealing with some of the
- dnffucultles encountered by local school dnstncts.

STATE COMPENSATORY FDUCAT!ON
PROGRAMS : : _-

/I R4

w In generol. “state progroms provide services
that compl t and ougmen} Title | programs.
Their, conti fred grawth is . not . assured, since
.compensatofy edication _programs must compete
with. other claims. for state *and local funds.
States. that” hgve established their own compen-
satogy education programs generally can call ‘on

"-greater financigl resources than those -that have
not. Witlout Federal legislative action ta provide -

incentives, it is unllkely that many mare States
will initiate major compensatory educdtion pro--
grams.

SUMMARY

. NIE resear?:h suggests that Title | has suc-
ceeded in meeting its several goals. First, with
regard to funds ollocation,. the allocation system

" appears ta work as was intended ta the county and

The final issue NIE examined was the relo-,
tionship-of Title ! compensatory education pro-
. grams ta those designed and funded by the States.
Almost a third of the States have such programs;
. they pravide a signifi®nt level of aodditional - |
funding far compersatory education services,

! . In general, state pragrams follow the pat-
tern of Title ], olthough some alternative funding
patterns have been developed. These programs
target funds ta the same types . aof ‘pupils ond
pravide the same types of services as does Title |.
-Additionally, when States try ta. ‘guarantee that
funds afe used for supplementary. services rather ..
than-for general aid or tax relief, they rely on a
system of mopitaring and sanctions similar to
Title I. ToYimplement their system, most Statés
‘also _depend on staff funded from the Tmel
ad'mmsfrohve set-aside. .

-

' . State progroms do not offer a béﬂer way aof
guoronteemg the supplementary services mén-
. dated by Title]. While some of the technical
' ‘ features might be desirable in the Federal pro-
gram, the state programs do not suggest models

for fundamental chonges in Title. L .

' Becouse the Education Amendments of 1974
(Publnc Law 93-380) permitted  the waiver: of
comparability requirements far state compen-
satory education programs, mast States do not
perceive serious: fensions between state . and
Federal requirements. Instead, somg state coordi-
nators find Title | useful as a model and as a,
source af help in pratecting state compensotory
funds from use as generol ond.

. highly qualifieds and many . school”
" attempt ta individualize their instrucﬁon.

. large achnevement gains in Title | programs.

" features, i

even to the school district levél. In addition,
Title 1 funds are mare Tedistributive with respect *
ta income than ony ather Federal progrom of
education aid,to jurisdictions ar than state ond

overoll‘ v

Second it cppecrs that Fitle | fundsbre used
-ta provide reol additions ta the . educational
sérvices pravided to pomcnpotmg children. Title |
progroma provnde services tho? are special’in four

“tion students recelve oddmonol time in instruc-

tion; compensatory educatian teachers are often
districts

Third, students have been found ta make °
In
well-planned, stable programs specially selected
‘for their instructional characteristics and setting
essive gains were found in reading
and math ics., \
Finally, unalyses af the legal framework and -
administration af the program shawed, that
although there are some shorfcommgs, the -

. Federal Government's opprooch to the manage-

ment aof \the program is fundamentally sound.
Moreover, state and local educatars tald NIE
reSeorchers that Title| has helped reverse a

- historical pattern of American educaﬁon and has
" encouraged states and local districts ta commit

their. own resources to previausly neglected poor
aond disadvantoged students. The program has
helped States ta redefine their priarities ond
elevated the importance accarded ta 4chieving
equal educdational opportunity far every child. .. -

’

"
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CHAPTER L. RESEARCHON -

FUNDS ALLOCATION N

[ » . .

CENSUS |, TABULATION OF POVERTY These estimates were prepored for each
STATISTICS ' ' . *  county in the U.S. and for each school district’
: ) identified in the National Center for Education
Purpose _ Statistics (NCES) "Fifth Count” tabulations. This
o ' : school district universe consisted of those dis-
.The tabulations developed for this project fricts with over 300 enroliment and an estimated
were de by the National Institute of Educa- - 1970 census population of 1,000 ar more.
tion ( to provide estimates from the 1970 The census area/school district identification used

census of the poverty population, 12 oltema-
tive definitions. The data were :‘:gaed for oll
counties ond . available schoo! districts in the
United States. i addition, other selected charac-
teristics, were pregented for the total population
of each wea. - .

Method

The tabulation set wns prepared from the
20% 'sample basic’ records from the 1970 Census of

»

~—

in conjunction with .

a reference file de :
Inc,, ond the Census”

-NCES, Conyon  Resear

Bureou.
Finding$ - ‘

These tobulations were “analyzed in-house,
ond contributed. to Chaptersil, Ill, and VI of the
report Jisted below. .

Report S
National Institute of Education. Title | r%

Allocationt The Current Formwta. ing-

ton, D.C.: tional . e ot Education,

U.S. :Department of Health, £ dication, and
Wel_fc{e. September 30,4977, .

Controctor: U.S. Department of Commerce
! Bureoy of the Census
Washington, O.C. 20233

AL TERNATE GRANT STRUCTURES FOR TITLE |
ASSISTANCE . , - .

The purpose of this’broject wasyto develop a

computer simulation model of the aggregate and
distributional ‘effects of alterncfive grant struc-
fures for Elementary and Secondary Education
Act of 125 (ESEA) Title | assistance, S

-~ Ed

Method .

" A voriety of data séts ‘were collected and
used as the raw material for econometric estimo-
tion of the impoct of blogk ond gmdting gronts

~

&

- .
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§‘
on local go\vommqn
oggregate spendt
od:ccﬁonollnpufs
. At the ame

Estimates of
0 wepored.

y @ .compuler slmuloﬁoq
model capable “of relating - alternative _gront
systems into expenditiires and oild was developéd.
This wed the ELSEGE dota on school district
M‘md ,mendf'xe merged with census

c and income data. Results of fhe
econometric estimatiott were then Incorporated
lrl!o ‘the mod:l \ .

Findings - ‘ *
The econometric

sensitivity of focal educa

aid. Becouse of the dif

. type of block grant, t
. powerful -in stimwuloting

spending to Title |
ential noture of this

. Title | ald is more

spending than would

block grant.. The

. 50 cents ond |
dollar of eoch Titlé | aid dolla is odded fo Iocol
od:cmloml spending. g

The matching aid used in severol state

is also on effective stimulus, wirh on -

programs

estimated price elasticity of nearly one. This
immplies that o dollar of matching aid adds nearly a
dotiar to local spending. . _ .

" Other findigg
stimulotive effecfs of aid on particulor
ture categories and . the influence of " other

variaobles on spending ponems.

Becowse of the interest in dstnbutlng dd on

the basis of low ochievement as an oltemative to

" low lmm.pctdihknuﬁyfocuudmavebp-
the ted achievement” method. - With
methed, ald is distributed according to statis-
tically predicted achievement than octual
ochiévement. This avoids the problem of dis-
torted infentives for low fost rawm. :

, These empirical studies were eonbinad into
the simulation model. oh that research
(item 3 in the next section) results of these
simylations on aggregate spending and on spending
by income and achievement statws.

Feldstein, Martin. "Oisnibuﬁng Feduol Educo-
. tion Aid to Low Achievement Puplis The
Predicted Achievemerit Method.” In

”

-

ond -spending for individuol

alysis found substontiol

included dvidence on the

Yre

* Awwal, Vol 2, 19T, L

Feldstein, Martin. The Effect of o Differentiol
. Ad:H:nGmm Title | and Locol Educotional

Wise,

ANALYSIS OF TITLE |

Spending. Journal_of Humon Resources.
Forthcoming.. .

Feldﬂeln, Mcl'ﬂn, lmd Bemwd Friem\. ,
. Effecfs : Alternoﬂ_

Feld:teln, Ma'tm. and. Daniel Frsch. Local

Government %'% % The Econometric
ﬁ! of Polltlcal or.J Bureaucratic

£ t

David. Predlcﬂon of Test Scores.
Colifornia. December .

Wise, David. Weolth, Block Gronts and School
District ture in_ Colifornia.

Controctnr: M&tin F eld&tein I
1731 Canbridge Street, Room 403 .
Cambridge, Massachusetts, 02138

ALLOCATION AND -

SELECTED AL TERNATIVES - -
Oriar fo this research, ovailoble data on

Title i aliocations consisted of the *total amount

received by each State ond county. This project
performed analysés for -

I. = Describe the amounts received
by places classified in o number

of ways

2. Afoiyze the ‘impact of the ele-
~ments of the Title | formula on
the oliocative potterns generated
by the formula

3. Contrast the current formulo
with o number of olternatives

Method

The project involved the qiplucotuon of two
software packages. to o speciolly constructed data
base. - The data base included, for oll counties and
for over 11,000 school districtss counts of
children 5-17 years old, from the 1970 census,
whode fomilies were poor in 1969 by the official
poverty definition; analogous counts. for o number.
of olternative poverty definitions; other tabulo-

tions from the 1970 census; and Title | program
mdfmdngdoto. :

.These data were molyzed in—house wing the
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Federal Education Finapee ;FEF) model, devel- AR §

~ oped for the Congressional Research Service L

(CRS) and exponded for NIE by TEAM Associates. L e
. 'The model permits the simulation of ‘a wide fmqe‘ -
~* of formulos for Title | and creates files that can .
be lyzed by wing the Statistical Package for oo
the Sagkl Sciences (SPSS).
i

s " Among the simulations performed were:

Simulations of the current form- .
vla, substituting aitemative pov-

erty. definitiony for the current
Orshansky
applies’ o particulor paverty
‘standard to fomilies in each of
124 different categories .

e . ' .
.

2. Simulations of the currcnt kfor-
R mula, with particular elements

- -. o ‘ferenlly
The curren! Title ! allocation, ond these »
~ simulated allocations, were studied in terms of . -
funds distributed:

To census regions and divitions.-

- - I
.

2. To metropoliton ond nonmetro-

politon axeas \
. 3. Vo large. cities, other éities, and
rural areqs 3
.8, To counties and districts classi-
fied by rates of poverty
5.  To counties classified by rates of
Title | eligibility ond by the per-
centoge of children who are .
block or Hispanic \ : 7.

Flndim!
. The Currem Formula

t. "T'ne Title | formula clearly oc-
canplishes the purposes intended

'6.

definition, ~which I

.. either omitted or wenghted dif- : 5.

6.

fi
Sou'héfn Stots, which toin
the lbfgest proportions of /chil-
dren | counted ' as - eligible under
the formulo, receive the largesit
pedportion of Titlel funds,
followed by the Northeost,

Norfh»Centrol, ond Western re-
gions. .

Due “to rheug very high concen-
trations of ‘low-income children,
Southern counties receive more
money for each school-aged child
thon do counties in other regions.
The correlation betweén the
Title | allocation.per school-aged
child and the percentage of for-
mulo-eligible children is ex-

" tremely hngh~-0.93.

The averoge amount for eoch
formula-eligible child® at' the
county, level reflects the average
expendnurs of the Stotes in
which the counties are located.
Urban and Northeastern counties
receive the most money for eoch

- formula-eligible child; ruro! ond

Southern counties receive the
least.

The allocafion per formula child
is relatively low -for counties-
that contain high , -+ *ibns of
eligible children. 1. . cecouse
the Southern States, \....ch have
the lowest educational expendn-
tures, also contoin most of the

districts that have heavy ¢

trotions of low-income ch.'dren,

- The pr'lncipol effect of formula

elements other thon poverty
counts is to direct funding to the
populous States of the North and
West, especially: to” the large
cities in these States,

. Formula Alternatives

by the framers of the statute.
‘As the number of formula- R
eligible children in a county in-- . .
creoges, the overoge Title | alfo- .
cation to the counfy risey
: ‘consistently. - .
2. The largest: proponion of Titlel. 2.

money is- directed to the two .
kinds of ploces with .the most :

formula-eligible child:em Jorge
centrol cities ond. rural sections
outside metropolitan areas. -

. -

e
L% ]

Raising the poverty stondor&

would reduce the share af the

allocation going to Southern

. States and fo large cities

elsewhere ir\ the country.

-

Cost-of-living odjustments in the
poverty stondud are not
generally considered feasible at

the present time. If mode. they

would reduce the share af
funding going to the South.

,/_
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A Upk poverty counts using

et MMMNM

.07 sion (1976) would diso reduce-the

- - shate’ of funding going to the

C 7 South’ to nonmetropoliton

SHE \argas in yeneral. ﬁ o

" Ndtionu institute of Education. Title | Funds
© . Allocations = The C ormula.

',  O.Ca nstitute of
+»  Education, U:Ss Department of Health, Edu-
- ‘cation, and Welfore.  September 30, 1972
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- RESEARCH. ON _ THE EFFECTS OF

., DEMONSTRATION COMPENSATORY EDUCA- - -

" TIONPROJECTS" - ~ .

" The.Demonstration Compensatory Education
Study is-a 3-year project on the effects of changes
in the procedures by which ESEA Title | funds ‘are
cliocated at the intradistrict lgvel. Thirteen local

_. educational agencies (LEAs) are currently partici-

-~ pating ini the demonstration.” During 1975-76,
the ng yeor, “districts conducted thelr
Title | programs under current Title | guidelines;

Gatarmined o (e baoxt of poverts cemrerre v
on : poverty criteria, while
eligibility of. students was determined on the basis

- t is for distributing Title |
services %0 schools. waivers

.+ eligible stvdents required to .rnnke~' a.
~ . "eligible for grants under Title " Ce

also allowed the

of funds, especially rules.
- aboyt ‘the degree -of/ concentration of Title !

"'Mwbeenwplqndﬁoddres the basic research .\’

~ . -

I
[V . .

(8 ' & ] v.

The researca ;-:orﬂqﬁ of the de N
study is being conducied by ‘Abt Associates, Inc.
The. primary research quesfions being addressed " -
qares . P . . L . i !

{.  What changes in Tifle'l'oiiécd—'

" ‘tion policy are mode by each of-

" the ration districts under .
the walver of  Federal
r_egulqﬁom? ’ o

2. What effects do changes  in
Title | ollocation policy have on
4 the - characteristics of students
served by Title | within the dem-
onstration districts? - :
3. ‘What effects do in
Title | aflocation policy | on
. the . instructional and support .
. 'services experienced by students
of - different types within the
demonstration districts? " .

4.  What effects do

in .
Titlesl ollocation policy on
the organization and odministro-

tion of compensatory .
ond the instructional ses
delivered within the demons
tion districts?

'S,  What Js the reaction of par

. } to changes in Title | oliocoti
policy within the demonstrati
districts? | o

6. What are the. costs dssoclat
" with changes in Title | ajlocati
policy? e

In" addition fo these primary ruecrcl’q
tions, several other questions have also

considered. These include ‘the demographic -
byreoucratic characteristics of the demonstrat '
distr as well as the svents surrounding
application for participation and the devel L
of the districts’ demonstr&¥on plans. , ”;
Method - i
‘Both qualifative and quantitative methods | |/ -

‘Education, Department of Health, Education, and' '\ *
Welfcm December 16, 1974, p. 37, ST ,
~. 17
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' quostlans. ‘Qualitative data are cbtoined prlmorlly :

through semistructured on-site .interviews with.
. key . od'nin!sfrcnors. program  tirectors, and

" parents. . Qumtltot&g{o/cedwes are described '

~more fully below.

Sangle. ‘The_sample was desimed to include
“three types of, schoolsbo;edon thepresenceor
.absence of Title | |
76) ond ,jmplemenfat (1976-77 ond 1977-78)
years, 6nce scbools were: rafndornly selected by
school  type, all' 3d- ond Mh—grode #lassrooms

within these schools were includ 4 ini the sample. -

Two students (one Title' | and one ‘no-Yitle- 1, if

possible) were rmdorﬁly selected ﬁom these -

ciwaoms.
o Becouse the rmorch called f i,nformotion
"-on the regylar ond, if oppropriate, Title | instruc-

tion in réoding and ‘mathematics dehvered to

these students, opproximately 2,200 feachers and .

900 instructional specialists’ who provided this
- instruction were included in the semple. Because
the research called for information on the organi-

zation of the districts' schools, the services they™ .

provide, and the students they serve, all ptlncnpols

(mpfoxamotely 600) in the districts were asked io
Finally, since. the -
information . about . parent.

participate in the study,
research required
involvement in ond reaction to the demonstration,
delected parents and Title! Parent Adv:sory
Councii (PAC) members. (opproxamctely

were also asked to porticnpote .

T Igmumentgtiw. *The primary means of
' collecting ' information were self-cdmmim-red
quegtfonnaires and’ foce-to—foce mterwew;.

Analytic Procedures.

received by Title | students changed over the first

2 years of the study (and,.by extension, over. the .
general approoch taken

-+ fhird year-os well). The
. -was o perform onalysis of vcrimce-typq methods
-within each district, comparing the
teristics a experiences of Title | students prior to
implementation and during the first (or second)

implementation year. ‘The strongest evidence of o .
.change resulting from the demonstration was

considered fo be ah observed change for Title |
- students over the 2 years, accompanied by little
~of .NO chmoe in services for non-Title | students.

" More generally, however, any evidence of differ-

ential chenge was considered to be mdicoﬂVe of a

danons‘lroﬁm-reloted e} fect. :
Flndigm .

Allocation Policy Chm. All but one of

'sThuc Mmbers are based on response raotes for
the lWS-‘ISschool year. :

ams In the baseline (1975- -

,aoo)., . o

- The. major question. -
"oddressed by the quontitative: onalyses' wos -
whether or not characteristics of ‘or-;services -

charac-

the ‘standard pov

com%‘c';é demcnsfrotcon réojects ’” ’
dd

method of /select] tle I sehools. tion,
~all 13 disfricts I:;se'to gnpand. the wnlﬁer ‘of

schools andyor . stydents xece tving-Tite 4. serwces.
The 12. Qistricts that - plected to, hange their -
. school lectnon procedurés did so i ovcme.y cb
woys Lo \,. . .
1. ,Six d;stncfs chose fo ;crget low-
g och.eving studen " directly -
regardless of the chools they ;
X tmendad and, to serve all .
! !elementary sc These are

... referred to as "d} ect ollorotuon" C
"di;trh:ts _ :

29, TWO districts, chose to. ronk
. schools based.’ ‘on the proportion

", of students wﬂh low reading test

- ‘scores 'and { to target schools -

., below a. cér'qlp cutoff level.

. Thege are referred.’to as
.- "achievement - ullocation™ dis-
tricts". At

. 3., Two s.districts - " ‘ retained thé."'
" standard proctice. of selecting -
_ schools based on the proportion
- pf sfudents from ‘poor fanmiilies,
-whi(e padding séhools bosed on the
_ prqpomon of students who were
lowochlevmg. ) o -
4. F molly, two districts selected all
77 or almest ‘all students in-some -
/schools od only, thase with IOw -
test scores in others .

Al dnstricts except one elected fo increase
the numbef of .elementary schools served in 1976-

This was particularly true of the. direct
olloccnon districts (i.e., -¢bose serving low-
ochieving students in all’ zlementary schools),
where /the proportional incredse in schools served
mged from 20% to 433%.,.
substituting ochievement for poverty criterio%

- proportional increases were 16% and 85%, re

tively. In” all extept’ ohe of the .remaining
districts, the proportional changes were 'elcmvely

: srnull tongmg from 0% to 14%.

' 'All but two d‘ stricis increased the number
elementory students octuolly served by Title l. -
Once again, the most dramatic increases occurred
in the direct dllqcation districts, “where ' the

: proponlonct increoscs mnged from 29% to 240%.

; Student - Chorocteruncs. ’Becouse most ofv
the districts chrse xtend their Title | services =

' /90 rhore students;- the- absolute .numbers of low-
;achleving, poor, and minority students increased

cbring the ﬁrst year of” implementoh,on. Thus,

‘In the two districts - )



of
aged ‘students served as well.- 'lhus, ‘the
shcﬂvity of-~the - Title | -population, . e, the
v lon. of ‘Titlel

~Changes in seléctivity were. not uniform  for
. different fypes of d' souvmtoge or for different
dmrkm- .

,‘ A Averoglng aocross all distri there was a
sllw increase in the proportion of Title | students:
who were low achieving, where low achieving was

‘ aaﬁmdaarondlnglormoreyearsbelowgode,

level. In 1975-76, the average was 65%; In 1976-
77, it .was 69%. On the éther hond, there way a
fairly consistent decreass i the proportion of.
_ poor- students served by m&
povu'tyw defined ‘as partici

lce lunch program, - decreases were
: faund in'9 of the I3 districts. The third student
characteristic examined ‘was raoce.  Analyses of
tocedataworecooc«nedmthchmgeslnthe
minority group membership of Title ! students,
~defined os all other races besides white. No -
. statistically ‘jmportont: - '
' were found ln thm raci

ﬂnglncfroeor

fricts ‘resulted in. smali changes in the
~ feristics of the students served. A
‘varlation acrss districts did exist, generally the
proportion ¢ noor students decreased slightly and
the propurtmn of minority students remolned
“unchanged.

»
ot

generally similar ocros ‘the 13 demonsiration
~ districts and con be summarized as follds, :

‘(

:l. There wos ganerally o' small
" . " decrease in the amount of time
’ durlng which Title ! students.
© - received compensafory’ lmquoge
. a-ts imtrucﬁm.
o L2 Theu ‘was gemrally a larger -
\ increase in the amount "of time
e mdwbkh Tltllcl students
’ ‘reguior. lahguage arts

3. Onroﬂ, , —thurcfore, Tmer
C . students gained a small amount
- of time in totol language -arts

.instruction (cmtory plus
.rogulc).\ .

students who were
dhadvmtaged. ‘did nof- necéssarily increase.-

- constraints - of -
In foct, ,whon :

odbythuedls—-

S - Student % |e'nces‘ Ch‘nges in the
“services recel tlel students were’

&4 -The dmocteruf‘l’mell
“-arts Instruction—the size of the
,  Iinstructional .group end the type*
- ... of -instructor—did not .change
T subﬂmﬂally as a reeult of ﬂ\e
demomtrmlm, .

Tho ﬂme “lost ln compenaoto
arts instrsction (M%)

. . relcm\ply small com

_ with the Aumber of oddit
 students served (Tl%).

Costs. Since pcﬂclpotlon in the demonstfd-"

‘tion study did not affect the size of ‘the Title |
- grants ru:elved by the 13 districts, it was assumed

Iakayonghmguwouldbe made within the -
previous expenditure levels.
Districts did. lncreae their Title | expenditures at.

that al

- the elementary level, however, to oooomnodme'
- wogmexpmsim

.~ * Findings bagg on a prel onulysis oi“
" resources - used to‘«go)ppor oo. moy .

swmarlzed as fgllowss
‘i.ri 'v - " .
‘ "', On f‘e average, the 12 dlstrlcts

for . whi data dre availoble
i _the totda! amount of . -
.. elogne oryinstmcﬁmol services
- deli edby72% during the first

aﬂonyear(l976—77) _
2 »Appmime]-'tmi uf this

) sup-
ported by on Increase in Title |
expenditures “for elementory., .
instruction, vhich averoged 36%
across thedsrrlm. .

3. Of the eww districts which-
increased Title |- expend]tures for
elementary -instruction, three did
‘s0 primarily - by depleting “the

anount of funds corried over
into the succeeding year. Two
did so primarily bw&ls tributing

‘resources within/ the Tme | pro-
_gram," Finally, three utilized a
" comblpaticn of methods, includ-
ing use of incréased Title | allo-.
. catlons, ‘use of carryéver funds,
© . andlor. . redistrlbuﬂm. - of”
T2 resdurces. °

4. . In all, carryover funds were used 4

" to increase Title | expenditures
for elementary 'instruction in six
distri ‘In four of .these, the .
rate of vcorryaver depletion in

..“l976-71 was hig\, mddng lonq-



' .y‘ o g na -
["' 8 F ? 'oihér focton,contrl-
r buted tq//the increase In elemen-
o tary. thl tnvimx
' . teristics use  of rnon- -

g ;-Tltlequs\weu. lncreanad staff.

- utilization. ‘was- . the most . fre- _ .
- quently ‘odepted. ‘mtflommlc - .
ST '"g"u’;&”?k’;gﬂlml” dl:; K . Ma-chl978. Lo, : k

- o telety, of non-Title | sta . , X -
T U wis e’ corftributing. foctor in .Vmed;tha:les Jl' et ‘:loﬂcE::nSEA Imel Alloccﬁbn» |
© T twegdiswicts, . nﬁ—%mm“ DL
R_egt_s ”?/ , /o o r_becgrtber.l977 e
hmes,  Norey, et ‘ol ESEA Title | Allocation’ nou ; |
- Demonstrat %EE@EWW
SEU\% “Year Implementat am - ond- X ~Abt . , T
mﬁﬁw + At es,. EE. . Forthcomlno- Apr!um. o
B““m"' D. Cat’m’!lrgm. ‘,nd Ay 452 Controctou Abt Amciatu, be. '
,,-;/; % - . 55 Wheeler Stree!
'.. the . Baseline o | Cqmbrldge_, mwc nuse;ts 02!.?3, o
ml\m A:aoc!otes, lnc. N L ' SN
FWWIN. ‘*‘ . e . v . :
iina'Popers. The ICATION OF FEDERAL EDUCATION ;
: MODEL CONSTRUCTION OF
’.: DAY'A BASE ‘
v -——-rE—Pu e S '

' ' L% One !mportom oonponent of che "ompen-"
m"’ wa’ Glann wato, Michoel - satory Educational Study was an assessment of the: 3

m . A:C ison of distributional impoct of alternative Title 1 alloco<
 Chara ‘ ]&, ie tion' formwlas.”  This project . -developed. the

simulation model and data for the Federal Educa-
"+ tion Finance (FEF) Model Version 2.0 used by the

e v Dwacialesy €T Compensdtory Education staff to perform this-
- 5"’""“’5" e . - ' distributional onalysis. | -
Juni-l.,ondechnrdAmu. ESEA‘fmel : ' B -
. Allocation Policys Den Method . - . . SR
‘ Thls projecﬂndihreeplm o ‘ _ -

S Phase I developed specjficoﬁons for ihe o
{ gimulation model ond data system. This simula- ~
.tlon model is a revised version of the FEF model . * -
designed built in late 1973 to' speciﬂcoﬂons of -
the Congressloml Rueonch Service (CRS) of the. -

W

VM Jimes J-. Francis Ardunboult. ond ‘Dofo from this study are being placed in.an | ‘

Noncy Ames. '%%«ﬁ . archive. A description of the archive projec‘t .
.A'_‘GM“'__L___ mdy be found on p. 55; - ‘
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Library of Corgress. - That comput
permitted the Education and Public Welfare
- stoff to define fhe Federal aid to’ educafion bitls

in a format acceptable to the model. The model .

:could then caltulate the entitlements and aHloca-
_tions for- each county or district and report those
- entitlements ond olloco?ions ond odﬁmonql de-
o sctipﬁve stomﬂu. - "

The- revised model developed for the Com-
tory Education Study had two miajor oddi-

_ Title funds, and the model interfaces decidedly
“with  Yhe Statistical Pockage  for . the Social
‘Sciences (SPSS).  This allows the analyst access to
SPSS data file handling focilities ond to use SPSS
fm stotlsticol onolys!s of inodel output files, -

The model ‘datq bases included three SPSS
- archives files: -state, county, and school district
* archives. - The archives ‘contain data required for

simujdtion of . altemative Title |
incfuding: counts of children below selected
- levels of:poverty (derived from 1970 census data);
counts of children. in’ fomilies receiving Ald to
" Fomilles with Dependent Children (AFDC). pay-
- ments above the poverty level (state and county
level only); state average per-pupil expenditures;
and fiscal year 1976 Title | ollocoﬁons. .

" Phase |l developed the simulgtive software:

“and documentation, Including computer programs.
which allows the analyst. -

and job control
. 1o Interface ‘the FEF model with SPSSK

Phcse III developed the state,. county, c,nd
- school district archive files. )

‘indlgg'

“This- reseercﬁ resvited in softwore for in-
home NlETesea'ch.

‘ Federcl Education Flnonce
Model, Version 2. . s terface

7Becouse the a'igimL FEF model provided many

er model

formulas

’ C : - . .

Zweig, Bruce. Federal Edbcaﬁon Finmce Model
Version 2.0. Vol. I: Users
:g% XoK3 TEAM Assocoted, nc. Augost

- Zweig, Bruce. Federal Educotion Finmce Model

| feotures: the model s!mulotes multipart. .

umenta-
. ata'

Version 2.0, s Technico)
tion. lngton, D.C.:
Tnc. August 1976, .

Controctor' ?EAM Associates, Inc. :
1522 K Street, N.W,
Siite 900

' Wcshfngion, D.C. 20005
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RELAT(ONSHIP BETWEEN POVERTY AND
ACHIEVEMENT

Purpose = - i '

Oneoftherecsonsadvancedforthemeof :

poverty statistics in distributing Title L funds is
that poverty ond achievement ‘are very closely

* related. Some of those who hold- this_position

argue that. the-use of poverty statistics is there-

- fore a good way of -targeting money to .low

ochievers. Others believe that poor low achievers

should have priority in receiving Title | because
poverty has: contributed to their low ochievement.
Evidence on the relationship between poverty and -

. ochievement was therefore examined curefully.

"moterlol,

of the analysis capabilities required by the NIE -

study, CRS and NIE .ogreed to shdre data and
analysis copabilities. | CRS provided NIE with a
. copy of the aiglnol FEF model and data base. .In
tumn, NIE provides CRS with a copy of ‘the
revised model ond dnra base developed by this

' -_pro}ecf

_ In oddition to an if-house revuew_of existing .
‘vdies were conducted fo examlne'

further:

l. Whlch nspects of home environ—
ment ore consistently associated’
with  higher or lower aochieve-

- ment by students Coe

> f{ Whethef changes . in fomily
" .income or in other aspects of the

home are ‘also iated with X
hievement

changes in‘students’

‘3. 'How fomily  income compares .
N with Qt:egr focfors as g way of
predicti students' ..ocodemic
"success dver their school life ond
thus of identifying those who will
" have -severe acodemic ‘problems

_ bythehmetheycompletec«n— s

pulsory schoolmg

L~
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Dafo bases were sought out v.hnch confoined. :

fongitudinal information. On the basis of this®

. search, three pto]ects were mderfoken.

- First, cnolyses were conducted of a mom-
moth jongituginal data base.covering all children

born in | week of 1958 in -Great Britain.
National Child Development Study has followed
the children over a period of almost 20 years and
' con provide unique information“on relationships
. between achievement and home environment.
Previous cross-cultural studies had indicated that
the relgtionship between poverty and achievement
Is extremely similar in Gregt Britain ond the
"United States. The data were therefore used to.
‘exomine:
environment were associated with having ocute
academic problems in high school; second, how far
.home background could be used to identify, -in
elementary school, chjldren at risk of such failure
ond likely to need. special help‘ and third, whet
increases or decreases in family resource

" affected children's ochievement, and thus whether

-poverty could bé shown to- h0ve a direct causal
effecf on attainment. . ,

" - Second, analyses were conducfed of dafo on’
children from poor black families in Gary, Indiana, *
who had been studied as part of the Income
- Maintenonce’ Experiment. More limited longitu-
dinal data were available for this sample.

-~

" However,. they made possible malyses of how far

modifiable and income-related aspects of the
home affected students’ relatives aﬂoinment, even

" within a geﬁemlly poor populohon.

Third, Q smoller Iongnfudmol data base
“coveting -children in California schools_was also

- examined.. - These data provided information on” '

income and achievement, and also on teachers’

' rotings of work habits and behavior.

'

Y

F‘iridigg

\

The National Child Development Study
results confirmed the existence of a strony relg-
.tionship "between poverty and achievement,.
Thirty-eight percent of those from familles with *

fathers inv the lowest status occupations . were -

" experiencing severe acodemic problems in high
school, compared with 15% jof the age group ob a
whole. Similar figures were found for those
receiving free school medls or other welfare
- benefits.” Father's o¢ccupation, parerits' educatjion, .
~-and quality of housing were:found to be consij--
“tently related to achievement at all ages, con<
- firming /-he resum of existing sfudes whnch -

L ]
& o . .

first, how strongly aspects of home

. children’ would be
. Children from the.lowest accupational class com-

.children, those from the

exomined only limited groups of 'chnldren of‘ one
point in time. . _

Changes in home. buckground also’ hove',

“direct, though limited, effects on achievement.

Children; whose family circumsfances improved
showed somewhat higher - attainment .ond vice
versa. - However, it should be noted that the
changes docunenfed were nof simply in money
income, but -in parents' occupations or in living,

-conditions. ‘

Although the Iink between poverty .and

- gchievement was sirong, @ majority of low .

achievers were not on welfare or from the lowest

" _-accupational group, just as a majority’ of children'

from such backgrounds were not- low achieving.

"As a result, home bockground-was found to be a

very ineffe¢tive way of fdentifying earli-oq the
children who would later have ocademiic problems.
Early .ochievement scores are far better pre-
dictors. Thus, children whose sé¢ores were in the
lowest 15% for the population at oge 11 include

".about 75% of those who will be extremely. low

achieving in high school (scores of 7-year-old
less effective predictors). -

prise a Yar lower percentage.of those at risk than

“this 75% figure, and those wf;P are poor .and on

welfare an even smaller numbe

.The Gary, Indiana, longit
very few children who experienced substantial
changes in their home  environment, ond it was
therefore not surprising that 1 analyses did not
show any clear links between changes in the home
and changes in atfainment. ;They .did, however,
confirm that, even  within [a s«:mple of poor

/most disadvantaged
homes are more likely, from year to year, to be .
low ochieving.* Specifically, frequent chonges of - -
residence, overcrowding in the home, ond lowér *©
food expenditures (which presumably means poor
nutrition) marked the lowest ochieving pupils as
compared. with their peers in fomilies of  similar
income and oc ional status. Once ogain, the
lowest ochieving were molst accurately identified
from year to year by thejf previous ochievement

. levels. These, of qourse,\ embody the effects of

home env:ronment

. F"nolly, the- Cohformo data showed a relo-
tively small oberlap letveen poverty and ochieve-
ment. - Both high school. achievement and the type
of classroom adjustment and behavior, foctors
closely .associated with continuing in education
and with academic success ofter high school, were
more closely assbciated with earlier acodemic .
performance and behavior. Poverty was not a
good-way to identify. those likely to have severe *

vproblems in hngh school.

inal data mcluded -
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” RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN TITLE | AND OTHER
« EDUCATlONAL EXPENDITURES

.. The sét of data tebulations provided by thls E
- project ' led NIE fo examine the overall
pattern of Federal aid to education and determine
whather the dlstrboﬂon of Tmel funds affects
this | ponem. - ,

\:. hv 'l‘l' .. B -

~ The fdlowlng &ho‘fi'les were asumbled for

b M:E.SUnlverseofSchoolDIs-
el 197576
72 ' NCES . - Reference '
c.sgawrne e
?} 3. _deouummme |

.. STUDY . OF -

Congress, in the 1974 Education Amend- -

[ *

CoeR

b Teod\erDoto, EEOC 1974

5. Title| Allocations, 1976-76 - \ N

6. . Conblned ELSEGIS ond Fourfh
Count File, 1969-70

7. ELSEGIS Finonce’ Flte, J74-75,

veaflon. - - 1975-76

8. SAFA Stoﬁsﬂcol Flle, |974-75,

197576 , L

Soffwae was davelaped fo oduce the-

tabulations from the flle, the voriables were .-

tronsformed into new ones for suitable statistical

applications, ond a weighting criterion was esta- .

blished which redistributed“the sample districts

"‘lnfo 100% estimates for districts within .each

-Becouse of the number and size of the data

PR
v o

ﬂl an extroct file was created. Then tabular ~ . -

specifications were developed, shells designed,
ond tables produced. Additionally, multivariate -
‘ mulysls ‘was performed where q)proprlote. Y

Findings -

"Regt

National Institute of Educafion. Titte | Funds
ormuid.
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on,
gdacoﬂon, U.S. Depatmem of Health, Edu-

cation, and Welfare. September 30, 1977.
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STUDENT
MEASURES AS TITLE! EUGIBILITY CRITGR]A'

ments, directed NIE to conduct a comprehensive
study in’ arder fo facilitate’ the. reauthorization of
Title I. Two of the topics addressed by the

were subsequently investigated by the ML-Grouwp

for Policy Studies in Education, CEMREL, Inc. “
‘ Thcruewd\wastoclarify: . b )

L

A

8Dotu from this study are geing

)

ploced Inm

archive. A description of the crc’hlve project .

nnybefomdmp.ss. ‘-_7-.

See Chapter VIll in the report listed below. "
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L The. tdkely

‘of ..
from - poverty - to.pupil
o achiévement as o Tme | eliglbll-~ -
S ‘ltycriterlon C .
2. . The feasibllity mdeom,of uslng- '
Coen W oehievementcstpecflteﬂon
Method ’ '

The study of the cost ond feoslbl‘lfy -of

oltemaﬂve models for obtaining athievement test -

“data that coild serve as dbasis- for determining
Title | eligibles in. States and-In school districts

..—~focused  on (1) a ngtional - testing progran for -
-allocation to .

.achlevement-based Title | funds
" States and (2) the issues that arise imgiving States
,options fo use State testing. and assessmgnt

programs for allocating these funds to school

 districts. However, CEMREL also examined o
national testing program. that- would determine

Title |’ eligibles directly for each of the 16,000
- school districts. currently

Stgtes. No county-level rocedures were con-

slared. The research involved classifications of

and ted'mcd issues, the most
cruciuT of which are: v

. - Deﬂmltoﬂon of the torget popu- _

laﬁon for Title |
2. Dellm'?oﬁon of the populotlon to

be tested .
3. Stondard seﬁing md ob]ecﬂve
ST specification in the determina~
.- tion of ‘a cutoff point for ‘low

: . ochievement .
o L - - _ ‘ .~

Findings - C ‘

ing exposited, CEMREL concluded that is is
feasible to implemént a National Asséssment -for
Educational P (NAEP)-type
-based Title } eligibility estimation procedure and
that NAEP would be the most experienced agent
‘to ‘accomplish this fask. . The problems involved

- seem solvable within short time spms with no.

mohdlﬂcolwoblems. oy

. Avltulpctofodacislmcnwchaproject
- iscost. Tofal asessment cost on the basis of one*

subject - area

group was
~_estimated &t roughly 2 million.  This estimate
" excludes

cost increases that result from a neces-
sarily pore exfensive ELSEGIS datd collection and
daroga-ch costs  amocioted with auditing

- necessary- to qﬁure felicbillfy of. collected ..

odﬂmmntdufo.

rating in the United

: . - “.r‘ '. e L
On the basis of the information and reason-

.represent: 0,16% and 0.1,
. expenditures for Titlel, r

cosls increase considercbly if multiple subject
‘areas and oge or -grode grodps are fested. And
costs increase tremendously {540 million to $50 -

ey

- district types in othér locations  with other :
roclollethnlc oorrposiﬂms. L

ochievement-

' consequences of usin

‘_Rem s -

ln terms of the tofal number Jf children

t;urrently counted as belng .in poverty, the yearly
achievement testing costs for state-level eligibil--
ity estimation would omobnt to about 50 cents per
child, ossuming a 2-yedr testing cycle, ¢ or 33 cents

< N

per child for .o 3-year cycle& These tesfing costs -

of total current
However,

ively.

million) 'if the testing is to/ result in reasonably,
occurafe eligibility atlmofeé for school dlstrfcts.

rx

."

. This project olso investigated the l:kelw

the allocation of Title! funds by “analyzing
nationally collected test data for the States and
state test data for districts in selected States.
Additionally, ochievement eligibility was com-

poverty- to achievement-based Title | funds allo-. .
cation are not numerically precise. However, the
‘study reveals general trends., It rs that
Southern and Western States gain funds under an
achievement criterion. - However, the- ical

values of individual state estimates depend too )

g:.-ch on the achievement cutoff point en fo
st

rongly consldered in. my declsionmokmg ’

proces. . i

it was also found that lorge centrol-cihes ’

an achievement ‘basis for -

pared with erty rqtes, using ‘1970 and 1975
. poverty data. S f _
The' .estimates of llkely dmges from -

v

gain under a change -from .poverty-fo achieve- .

- ment-based Title I funding, while predominantly- -
- . white rural districts tend to lose funds.

No
general. frend could be revealed for alternative

Haertel,” Edward H.;

. Raymond E. Pifer, David E.. Wiley, and
Elinor M. Woods.

Title | _Eligibili

Hoertel Edword H., md David E Wi!er Achieve-
as. Title

et. Harnischfeger, e

Achievement Measures as .
Criferia: _ Concepls, .

B




Homlschf

eger, . Ameg‘et, Larry E. 'Huckins, and

David E. Wiley. The National Assessment of

. _Miamlprmm-.
. '_}'_3.3‘ ; -» ncC.

mer f977

‘and delinquent foster, and others).

v . ’ )
for this project. For a sample of 24 States, the
data elements -included the total number of
eligible children as,defined by each State and the

number of formuli-eligible children in different - -

census, AFDC, neglected
Not -all of
these data elements  were available for all

formula components

Hornischfeger, Anneg'et David E. Wiley, ond .dnsfric%s. Sufficient ‘data were ovmlable, how-
Issues of Title | Fund
States fo

Eli mof M. Woods.

Loca

~ Controctor: ML-Group ior Policy Stud‘es

‘
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' SUBCOUNTY ALLOCATION

Purpose

in Education oW
CEMREL, Inc. h

nc.

875 North Michigan Avenqe y:
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TITLE} FUN)S

‘-?

Although Title | of ESEA provuded ﬁ’formulo
for determining gronts ‘to school districts, the

required data were generally unavail
schoo| district level.

le at the
The U.S. Office of Educo-

tion (OE) was authorized; therefore, to use the
formuld to calculate allocations at the

leve] -

‘and fo deélegdte to state. educat
‘agencies (SEAs) the responsibility for- dividing

nty
the

county allocations o the school di istricts within,
and atross boundaries. The process, called%suls..
county allocation, was studied to: -

3.

Method ,-‘

Describe the current subcounty

aliocation procedures used by the -
) Stotes _

Anolyze the kmds of districts

. affected by different subcounty
" aliocation ptocedures o

" Analyze alternative ~procedures
.for allocating. Title |. funds for.

school districts

]

Thez project was dvnded mto four phosqs.

Phose l, “describing currenf suboounty allo~
"oatlon procedures, was oocomplnshed via informal

.dlscuasiods with state- educoﬁonol sgency ‘person-

Phosell

°

onolyzing the kinds of districts

affected by different subcounty -allocation - pro-
. cedures, was accomplished through extensive:sta-
lysus of school -district data gothered

~ tistical ¢

. v al

2 25
L ol .

ever, to simulate the effecfs of removing hold-
harmless provisions at the district level and of
changing the subcounfy formulas to @ census-only
. formula or to a formula approximating : the
3totutory formula used for coumy olloccmons. :

Phases !ll and’ IV onalyzed alternative
tion strategies. Phase ill, determining the
- feasibility of alternative allocation strategies,

| employed both interview and computer molysls

o

" Phase IV was a synthals of- the results of

3 work performed in the first three phases. . Four
 alternative procedures  were

identified; their
~.impact on district allocation was extracted from
the‘results of Phase 1l, and their impact on state
data gathering was' extr'octed from ‘the results of
. Phases | ond ll. - Their impact on OE ond state
administrative procedures was deterniified from,

. the results of Phase Ill. .

‘Current Proctices _

1. - Forty-six -States must perform.

3 subcoupty . allocation.  (Florida,

- Maryland,. Nevada, and West ..
Virginia do ndt:peed to do so
because their counfies are olso
LEAs.)

, Twen?y-f' ive Stofes use . the
=t statutory formula for subcounty _
' o ollocot;on. Elevenbother States ..
-use a formula combining
. and” AFDC data mong;ver\
" -similar to the stotutory formula,
! * " The remaining Stotes rely
S emirely either on AFDC ‘data
" .(five Stgtes) or en some other
. combination of data such as
state income tax plus AFDC or
free lunch plus A
3. Four States do not .od'xg"ge fo
. -county allocation, choosing
instead to allocate the - total
state * Titlel.. funds ovmlcble
- directly to school dlstricts. :

_04 _ C,ensus ‘dato for school districts
.' and county components of school

[ -



y

" districts supplled by Ot ore wed
in: fewer than haolf. of the. States
ro ,ﬂm include census data in’ their
* “formula: ' The rémainder. develop '
‘thh:ir “OWT school d:stricf ‘Tensus
c. .

..

lf the' current state allocation formuta
7 - g were replaced:for all States by a formoio qspranci-
_matig the statutory farmsta: ..

ln 7 of fbe 21 States uslng nonstatu-
tory formulasTin fiscal year 1976; more

- of Dﬁ&rem Allocoﬂon Proéedures. .

thari 10% of each State's Fitle. l funds _

would shift among dstm:ts,

S
\sz .
- L2

. "censu8 data in their subcovnty alloco-
tion: formulas. -

© s,
AFDC ' data in ‘their

" majority of _ c¢entral-city and urban
districts would .lose 5% ‘or more of

Thelorgmdollarshiffsww,ldoccwm o
. States that ~emphasize AFDC over _ .

in States that currenﬂy unphosnze
formulas, a

“their. allocation. A majority of sub- -
-urbon districts_and difftricts whh hgh

Orshansky poverfy rates wquld goln 5%
. or more,

© <

A 'greofer percenfoge o

harmless in States that ize AFDC rather

dfstgiéts “are held

-"than census data iri their formulas. Less than 2%

of any State's Title |. funds would shift
districts if hold-hwmles provlsions were q:plued.

lf

I’Stofec were allowed. to use their .

currem al ocation formula for sub?tote ollocotlon. :

"I, .- Significant funds would be
mddamng‘ distric'isl in States’
ocgtion formula empha-
sizes AFDC data over census
data. In Cdlifornia and Missouri,
8% and 17%, respectively, of the
Stofc"s Title.l funds would shift.
2 Mefropoman, cqntrol-city, :
o . -districts would be the
beneficlariesjn these States.
3 States employing the stmutory
) formula, no substontial chcnge
would‘h’he ploce

Fmibm of . noﬁve i Allooaﬁon
Str our alfernat.  Alocation rirategles:
were_examined.  Three wo. . mondate the use of

. a dnglo Federol formulog me loﬂ would permit -

a3

¥
. .

[

 States fo oll{)cate funds oocordlng fo theur own .

formul_a.~ - The three smgle—forrmlo alternaﬁm '

care: oo

‘.v's

‘-f,
Ld

Ie-formulowbcom olloed-.
iimllar to _current proge- _
. es except that all 5iafes
o :wouldweomifom for'nulo

.2.-. - Single- formula suhstare ollooo-
7%35 would eglculate state.
‘gronts, and. States would use a
uiform formula for allocation

- directly 1oschool distrlcts ’
'alsmcts :

Direct allocofion-OE would .
calculate  ond. Tocate district
grc?ats occording to c slngle fo’-

S 3.

-

Th' fourth oltemcﬂs& is:

Muituple-formulo suhsta!e aflo~
.cation—-OF would calculate state
grants, and States would sefect o
formuia for silocation to schoo( '
dlstricfs N -

“q‘

Doto avonlohility and telmbumy ae only

Yelsvant to ‘the first three alterndtives.” No -

additionql dato are _required by the multipte-
formula substate strategy. For each of the single-
formula alternatives, the problermis of doio gvailo-
bllify md rellability the me )

l, Vife single sour Qf census. dafo
. Is’ mandated, census: data .are
. availoble for' all ‘districts . with *

-

e

P enrollmenfs over 300 that have

i experienced - . significant -

-/ boundary chmges - since: ﬂscol
' {\/ year l974. :

' \L} If the wse of multiplg sources af

: census data is permitted, census
- data are avaifoble for 39 States
.now using.. such- data ‘for
subcounty allocafion. In 7 of the
It remaining States, census dafo -
ore pvailable for 80% of the -
school distritts.  The probl :
obtdining and validating census
, data in these |- Stotes would be

~"no worse ‘than - the : problems

. alreddy tesolved by the 39 States

currmtly using cenws doto. |

.

3. Censua data rellabillty Is also a
. function of whether single or-
' mumple 3oUrces are employed.

26,
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, Ka singe -source is mandated,

. +. data reliability must be reviewed

. ond validated by Staotes. The OF

Spetial - School District

Tabulations meet-or exceed the

. . standards now used by States to

: preparé dota” for suboamty
allocation,

AFDC data availdlity does not
. present any signifjcont .
difficvities for any_ of the .
formula  alternatives. Only
Indiono and Washingtoa would
hove to institute new dato-.
gathering procedwes. - y

*

) The adhinistrative complexity to implemem
the four alternatives would vu'y

I. The most complicated ptoé&

dures in: terms of Federal admin-  *
* Istration  would be direct
ollqooﬂon by OE. OE.would be
ired fo cdiculate directly ail
strict allocations, on increase

in reporting units from 3,300 to -

17,000 yearjy.  Data- collection
delays by mony school districts
would pose a sig\lficaﬁ problem.

' Mulﬂple-fwmylo wbsfofe
allocation would require the
fewest No new data
~ollection would be required. .

2.

3
) county allocation would require
! some odditional data collection
by States.

EHocts of Altemotives. For. Stotes
currpntly a formu ar or equivalent to
the statutory formule, the dollor impoct of
-shifting- t6 any of the alternatives would be

' negligible. o

For States emphaslzinq AFDC over census
- data in their formulas:

i. As much as 16% of the Stotes’
Title | funds would shift
districts in shifting to single-

 formula  subcounty or _single-
formula substate.

2. ~ Urban districts would generclly -
. " losa-funds im o shift to single- -
* formula options, while subwban
districts would gain.

" Single-formula substate and sub- .

13

> -

3. Cenfrol-cnty and suburbon
metropolitan  districts ~ would
‘. - generally gain funds in a shift to’
the . multiple-formula  subsfate
mtemoﬁve. . ‘ .

The singi&formulo wbatofe ollocaﬁon olter-
native provides the maximum amount of
consistency in. freatment of districts while
minimizing administrative effort and delays.

Reports =~ * - -
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-Paller. A Eeasibility Anal of Alternative
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Applled Urbanetics, Inc. :

ics, 1977.
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1977.
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DEFINING THE POVERTY SYNDROME

>

M

The purpose behmd this pfo]ect was to
answer the questiont  What is compensdtory
education lng for? Or, in more
technical terms, what con the empirical literature
tell us about the behavioral {inks between students

- and poverty? How can these findings be related,

conceptually, to the aims of conpensctory educo-
tion programs? .

27



Method

From the outset, this review of the fitero-
iure was shaped around the notion of a poverty
syndrome, a constellation of identifiable chéroc-

teristics that would differentiate spoverty-level .

children from their middie-class peers. The

specific elements of the syndrome would be drown _

from research reported dyring the 1960's ond
1970rs, the height of poverty resecrch activity.

A preliminary review suggested a rough
breakdown into two aspects of the syndrome. One

“would be the individual ond his/her characteris-

tics; the other would be the correlates of, the

social setting. This distinction between *charac-

teristics” ond “correictes” was oﬁnmedly arbi-

-frary, but proved fo be useful in orgmmr\g the
empirical material.

uw 5 ' .

By consolidating the literature, the compon- .-

ents of a poverty syndrcme were specified os: low
Self-esteern; reduced strivings and aspirations; a
limited time orientation (the day-ofter-
tomorrow); and an untroditional finguistic style.
One of the most interesting areos was one we
colled “search ability,” or the copocnty to locate
ond utilize sources of information within the
social environment. The concept is closely allied
to Poul Lazarsfeld's notion of "effective scape
ond to James Colemon's idea of "competence.”
All imply that the poverty-levei child hos less
‘sace in which to move. Search ability seems to
.vary with social class. For example, the lownr
closs student is less likely to know about school

. gical “correlates to. poverty:

' q.udmce focnlmes; the poverty-level fomiily is

less jikely 1o know where to express complaints'
about consumer concerns or how to find low-cost

" _légal services. Probably search abii:ly can be
learned, although it clearly entaab -monvoﬂonol .

features. .
Additionally, there are distinct sociobiolo-
malfunctions in

heaith, ond poor

development, poor mental

physical health. . Reseorchers ascribe a set of .

learning dffn:ulﬂes)o mainutrition in the early
years of life. Fortunately, there are some signs
that this destructive process con be reversed.

Cofroenscn
set certain deprivations in the life expériences of
thepoor Thaghmchcmpoin'wmof

these inodequacies, the policymaker is still left
with some fundamental quaﬂcm. Is our goal to
help younq people odjust 1o their reql-life oppor-

tunities, or do we want to aim at. fundamental

chonges in the opportunity struciure itself?

Report
Pasanello, Ann K.
%gome. New York: Bureau of Applied
1a ch, Columbia University.
* '975- ! ’ :

T

Controctor: Ann Pasanel'a
Center for the Socml
Sciences
Columbic University
420 West 1 18th Street
New York, New York (0027

1528
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CHAPTER Il. RESEARCH ON SERVICES .~ -
NIE NATIONAL SLRVEY OF COMPENSATORY : T3 A mpl of oonpensatay adu—
EDUCAT!ON ) _ © s~ cation Foom teachers N =
_ . A 1,300
& The ;fthk | ‘cond.:cteddxl : Each d M 90 'hreé/ subsa'nplu is nuﬁondly ?
o purpose survey. ng representativé:__
. the ;97”5;76 odtool“yeof, wucf ":ervl occurately de- . .»" .
seril nature extent ces provided
school districts ‘comperisatory educat The Data. Six distinct Intervl’ewslqua- .
zlng rgd.:: Title f|°rfm and/or state fml;n tionnalres_ were odministered, and odditional fiscal !
‘The survey was, desighed to provide nationally ~ 9nd demographic dita were collected at the
representative dato ot the school district, school ~ district level. .. .’;' -
building, and classroom *levels. - Information in ) 7, : : . )
, Hhree brood arecs wos m#"'t m pr:";‘cs; 1. _ State-Level Gmﬁmire._ﬂ;?e '
on recipien : sample of districts came from 37
e T B
cs on on . vi ‘conducted wi mem-
education programs, the mumber of students . 'bar"ofw;.l;e state Office ofaEduco-
recelying voric us services, .the natuce of com- '  tion.
odditienal special tabulations and anaiyses. . * 2. District-Level Questionnaire. In
. ' view .wi ct sta _per- '
| , Some - '. gtcrcﬂ J:':c::tmod. ey o
.The e. The population surveyed con- - on )
ﬂdd?%um'ay and unified publlc school ’ : '
as“ﬂ:ns'nulvlm “;me } fmt:fh the lgonﬂnentol : 3 -&%ﬁ%ﬁ The
ted States. sample of districts chosen _ - princip e I school .
with probability proportionate #o fotal enroliment e Wﬂﬂed was interviewed. ‘
. was stratified by three enroliment size groups, by . - o .
wﬁ groups, ond by the o&m or 4, Preo:‘iderm&mﬂomdre. w:;\;er- .
@ state compensatory fon pro- . e q
gram. A-fotal of 100 districts wos selected. somple of teachers who provided
.- Within each selected district, three lndependent ‘ compensatory edueaﬂon instruc- oo
samples were drawn: ~ - tion, -
-
‘1. A simple m sample of Title 5. Ht:::roan ‘Questionnaire. :n:’t’er.
| schools (N = Vi were conducted wi a .-
: , somple of - teochers responsible
‘ 2. A simple random sample of oom- - for the students receiving com-
c education instructional satory education instruction. R
teochers ! ' ' :
~ | N=1,300 - ¢ Parent Advisory Councll (PAC)
LRI | B m—""”‘"“m.,.,":,:*'*::f*
L E— . e ent sory
IDato from: this shudy- aré being ploced in an i Council choirpersans at the dis-
archive.. A descriptien of the archive project - trict level and ot each Title |
- moybefoundonp. §5. ~ . _ . schoolsampled.

.’ ' C‘ '~” . 29
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| ESEA TITLE | NONINSTRUCTIONAL AUXILIARY

Findings ' -
SR B ©  (SERVICES FOLLOW-UP CASE STUDIES .~ )
. The ;firﬁngs thus for are presented in P_ur& e . : -

Chapter Ilf of E Edu- o . poA

cation: . An Int . : " .
=3 erfn ume _ entitled ° . At the outset of NIE's study of compen-
y satory educationy litfle was known cbout the

| o Tl TFonh Alloeota T St Ferene nonirtroctional "ausliary - serviees. otfered by
- . schiool districts as part of their Tjtle | programs.:

L . analyses . ey ‘ The NIE ‘National of C ory
. cirrmm i 1m:';mmd?epon° ort, . Education dbtained ”’m ".‘P'”:w"."“"‘m}j
availoble “June 30, 1978, will present findings  fory - information dbout these services, their
related fo several -topics: the relationship be- - C0313, ond the numbers of students receiving
tween school poverty and compensatory services; -- them. To supplement these data, NIE undertook a
teacher . training practices; PAC octivities; state . series of case studies in 18 of the survey districts -

M e!ilco‘tion practices; local di;_itricf to exomine:’ ,
- anning and evaluation; and program costs.. Find- ) :
»ings on local manogement d\dsolmﬁon &ill also l. . The nature of the services pro-
be presented in the September 1978 NIE final - vided to Title | students in areas -
report to Congress. . ~ such as heqlth, guidonce counsel- ~ {
o . ' . : ing, .social work, tronsportation, .
) B ' ond parent* involvemént activ= -
. : - ities : .
. REEE!" . . o N B
' . - . 2. How children are selected 'to.
. C ' receive these services _
Mim:‘;"msz,:‘fcf& W&L\T@% 3. Dismctf rot_icinoles for providfr_ag v
~ onal “Tnstitute of Education, US. . the services * - -
P at which fhey are_funded have, -

dyring the school -years -

. . ’ ™ ’ . : u g d
Ncﬂa&ol Institute o& duimmi ation. An;%ewwm from 1973-74 through 1976-77
m 'm B . .» . ' . . t “ )
. . ington, D.C.: ional . Method - o
nst, of Education, U.S.- Department of : , . C.
0, lw&Edu:oﬁon, ond Welfore. December .. The case studies ure bdsed on interviews
. : S conduc9] ted abetwegn late iF'en‘.u':.mry oﬁd‘ mid-May
National Institute of Educati Title | Funds 1977 in 18 school districts. The districts, a
. Allocr:ﬂame ?Mecunm?‘.i-‘orﬁl:__wa; . subsample of those that had participated in Yhe
on, D.Ca ona itute of  earlier national survey, were selected on the basis-
. Education, U.S. Department of Hedlth, Edu- of their expenditures for Title | ouxiliary services
cation, ond Welfare. September 30, 1977. " during the 1975-76 sckool year. The sample
. o included six districts funding a single service, six
: : . with two or more services, and six with no

oo _ . services. -
Contractors:  National Opinion Reseorch R - .
, © Center - - ’ -Thelinterviews consisted of two main parts.
: ' : 6030 South Ellis-Avenue : During the first part, the interviewer collected . .
. : Chicagp, Illinois 60637 general ‘foctual information on the size of the
. - ¥ district and Tts Title | program, the kinds of

. ‘ auxiliary services offered in the district, the total
oY Research Corporation § aget dllocation for eoch Servicer ey the notal. -

N g‘im't’;ﬂoockef Orive . - “ber- ‘of students recéiving  each service. ' This .
.. B Chicogo, Iilinols 60601+ ,information was gathered for each of the 4 school
, : i ) - yeors from 1973-74 through 1976-77. The inter-
- : ' - viewer then abtained further detailed information -
Stonford Research Institute about o selection of the district's services (e.g.,

Menlo Park, California 94025 - number of schools offering the service, major




m«éwxmedbm 1o, the oalSof the

. -

4wmmaﬂmn;ofpa— .'

.7‘7

'patofﬂnlnter\dew

g’i'a}*

n;e -lnfomfoﬂm collecfed dﬂi-ﬁug tbe first

1. for “"O”P auxiligry &

- services, the district's evaloation of its services,’

" “and"alfernative. services owailable in the district, -

) o . -

Thenujorfmofﬂndbcml J\oweverwos

reme s \

wi‘:

- The case studies ogeneralpicture
the kinds of wxlliwy services' school district
have- been offering - as part’ of their Title .
programs, how - districts go about planning for
these services, “and . the fypical problems
presaures for change they have had to confront in

- maintaining them. Within the limited scope of the

' md evduoﬁom of fhelr Wo’ns.

' m
 decline both inthe

study, the aim v;:s' not tod:valuotrgh o;:xll
service progroms, fo provide a straight
account of the district officials’ own ducript

e,

-A% @

services offered

. at !
med over the: ,ppf")‘o yem. _Tﬁe,foctou-
mentioned most - oﬂen* in occounﬁng for #hi‘s '

“dacnnelmlm SR

provided ‘o background  for-
,:hemmmwmmsmwm.

A N

B um‘t‘uylerviceprogrcns‘

Increasl anpho'sl )
- sfute md‘looal district. ofﬁplals
" mwﬂonol-
: Tlﬂel LT ,f,'» o

“illary ~service . programs isupple- |
, menfrotherﬂmwpplmt other -

S le_v;‘:lou}aiimf ii mmd"
. ons -0 exstng ary -
. sefvice plogram °'T‘

v The one area in whlch expeodlturu for
wxiliory services incrensed over the 4 years\is
parent involvement. A number’

; e

Advisory Cpmclls.

ML""WNIe ﬁistrlct officials unlformly acknow-

[

ledged the primoacy of the instructional goals of |
- Title 1, most felt that - their auxiliary service
programs had. .made _valuable,

however, on the-dif-

goals. Manycomnetned,
- fleulty of demonsfraﬂng the exient of those "

contri “Some distrfets have elimjnated

‘."glbxillory sewlcg because.sbelr impoct could not - .
~ be oﬂuputely mecwred. ( }

"R

-

oo~y s

t': l. Red:&fions in d;dustricf's overoll
. Titled ouocotlo?f .

-

/.5‘ -

"Fou%‘ fsg of Nm-lnstrucﬂonol Auxili
N tle ect

T : Wﬂﬂn_olu Ntmoml Opimon '

CUgo,,
Reseun:h Centet. “July 1977,
Controctor: Natloml Opinion Reseorch
Center

GOSOSOUthEIIIs Avenve: y
- Chicogo, Illinois 60637 e

\. -,

taifiing both’ Insfructimo(’*"md‘i

FEAP

7 - fB.-_'_'?roblems in enwrlng thcpoux-*

of districts’ . =
- created néw programs or enlarged existing ones’in '
. response to the Federal mdsdote for Parent

‘though . often -
.indirect, contributions fo the attainment of those

-




he purpose of the Role
%! innovative -

e veork thoroughly. themselves
pwlls. .‘. -

- .

pclad: fhe Lean[gg-‘l‘utodng Cycle (LTC);‘
: -a¥ Teacher Seme#t

mm./« wos established which workéd with pr. with project
mmldpmd "‘f,"fs‘?’x":&'w Institute
o e v

. lmnr-clw fﬁd‘nﬂ ond parents.and assesiment -of
o rmmdwﬂn«yaﬂd
W -ﬂw’uhﬁm literature, auldlrecf oburvaﬂon of
1y ‘MF‘MIoachools. e it
5 1 wos found that the Lmlng-mwtng‘
rclc was widely acceptable, feasible in terms of

n: .. ‘i

' wprk of eurrent Title I regulaﬁdns. Dapite

nat 2thods :
L olao lnvwlgoﬂomof
‘was fo exgmine one .

.asfan/ alternative fo current .-
it ol

7 ond motlvation for-school prepared. TheCSEReportsmTuforing included:

‘in thé - lea*nlngmd soclol R

uﬂon modelrﬁwera ﬁro-“"“.

. w a. h Lmir‘g“
- br-Tutbrthdiool-Wmdn-o-Sdm .
b ‘To Ql!npropadtoacmn fromo
peripectives, an In?erdlaclpllnary com--

: Report'S AmAml%softhetherafure .

oo -+ onCross-Age Tutoring '
- Repon # 7m§g¢m5ociol Pizcholggz
@ tica no_ (s

- project activities Included @
;:mﬁmwldt( " Mﬂlmofﬂnldemto-,-'

; ?{{ costs, and mly consistent with the frame-

'“‘ = ”/__2[__3_2; : ]

growing reeogruﬂm ‘of the-impact of ‘tytoring on & .

rmjo—rl'ty ofcurmt Ihgprojectscreplawnd

speak:

v" . audiences cbout diverse fopics-such as theorles,”

‘research; policy, practical planning, and innova-
tive ideas,_seven separutely bound volumes were::

_ Repon A~ The Learni TuforIQleclez
" An mew o

tutor
_needs;of,mem “leaving

,'fhe firtor's: ledming, the survey’indicated that the .. .

' Reponn Setti devonuml Tovor- T
© Eroects - L

e zRepori ”. Tutorkg_,gssATmsl

Report #3 A Sirvey of Tufering Prolects ]
 Repat 4 Titorlvig Some New Idedt * m;.

-~

-~

These seven reports provide on information -
cnd locol“lévols.

o The dx~ mnbcred reports represem a '
. "resource for the planning of tutoring. projects by °
“school site personnel or school district personnei. -

Three reports—the survey (#3), the literature
report (#5), and the soclol p;xchology report-

B

‘base and o rationale for actions at Poth Federol Lo




:13.. T ’

(lé)—-bring together informoﬂm from a xlide
. -ronge’of- sources 10 provide background ow !&Ee
: concering currgnt ‘proctice, the perceptipns ond..
: " recommendations prochonerg past pro]ecfs,
i rueard\, md relevmr
. A
3'

T e Thir bodegqmd -lmuwfedgg-cm informfhe
deslgn of tutoeing projects as well® os~péomde=&
" basis -for ing the likelihood'of success of soch.”
prqect\. Fof exampla, -The "social psycholagy-
..creport demonstrates. that that_many of the effects of
- .wiagtng ‘widely noted b}rprocmioners, but.nat yet.
U establ ishedbyresearchmfu‘tori have their
- parallel-in recognized effects. in the fi eld of social
psychology -Social-psychology -theories thus sug~

[ -

P o

variables that con be assessed jn résearch on |

ing"md lend support to the percepﬁons of
procﬁhoners. . .

The three other m.mbered repoﬂs cpply the
béckground inforination to- peactical school . plan-
ning concerns. Report #1, through a presentation:
" of step-by-step: plmning quations, deais with the
. ..pgocoss of setting up and’ ovoluaﬂng tutoring

projects in general; Report. #2 introduces the

~ ESEA Title:l legisiation and conslders the planning
. steps, as per Report #1, in relation- to the design

. of an LTC pr gecf ond in conformity with Title |-
. regulations.’ Report #4 deals wifh extensions of

. the idea of learning by. tutoring to more ambitious

yojects, representing more substantial-changes in
- schooling than are involved in the LTC project.
Report #4 olso documents the reactions of
instructional staff and some Titie | parents to the
Liearning-Tutoring Cycle and otber proposed kinds
of projects. - .

L.

' Reportl\pfomdesmovervlewofme'

.. project and ‘recommendations, for action: for both-
local distrigts tnd F e@ml policymakers.

- The-ogH trc-designed to put the

, :Idéas’of this study to the test, fo see whether the

. Lea'nlng-Tutorlng Cycle con "indeed significontly

Y
e

N Jproblem, is compounded: by the -
dévoted fo. basic skills. Jn}:the school ‘turricule.of - *-.’

. {
; . :
- o

mmm&t the3dg'ode. L

polnsm:twgd'by 17 programs often . . - -
donotpqrsi;f mdp(perlmced\owsﬂ\ated:-f‘

* ‘cational -interventionjin the primary grades will -

not _necessarily  prevent :later difﬁculties. The -

intemcdinte and ‘schools, This ‘policy~- 7’
study &ddressed: thexproblem of providmg bdter~ toa
bosic skills fog youth. 4, T
: r\z’ -;"— _w‘ " '5," , ..'*_'.\ .
MQM - “1 . ' e i A'o .

;' " The proj‘ect complled ovoulqble opﬂons for

Federal ‘programs 1o aid the Nation's schools. in
improving the .of basic skills of those
graduating from high schoof or ‘leaving before
groduoﬂon: .From these :options, .four programs -

" were oomfructed for consideration by the Federal . - °
Government.: Thef'eoturesofeochproposolore o

_ described, . the aodvant and .disodvmtogg

pointed out, md oompao oosts discussed:”
F indg'_sgg ’ K ; v ' N

' There is rmch evidence that students in
, later grodes can benefit from compensatory edu-.

‘ cotlon progrcms that use q:propriote ted'niquu.-.

Proposal A is bmed on'a modificotlm of

~ Title |,- odding a- new progrom to; the existing °
ramework. . Proposal B outlines a program for
aging bdsic - skills by using achievement
criteria measures, - Proposal C-is based on block
_grants to States for encouraging basic skills, ond
Proposal D' is: based on direct ‘grants to local -
in changing "~

- school dlsfricts to - assist them
phosis. : L
R t — . ..'A:( - : A y | I ] .

Lorson, Meredith A,, Geor Ww. Block, David L.
Kirp, Michael D. Kirst, Stephen Kutner, ond.
_.Better Basic Skills for

dmprove’ the' educdtional-. atfoi_runent of disod-. . . . Harold R.: W{nslow.
‘vontqed students. - ~_.'" S W .
. o ’ .
Contractor: Center for the Study of Evaluation tute. "April 1977. _ :
"University of California ot ‘
‘fsos Angeles Contractor; Educational Policy Resea'ch ’

G:ocbate School of Educoﬁon .
Los Angeles, California 90024

v

o

FEDERAL STRATEGIES FOR DELIVERING <~

BASIC SKILLS ASSISTANCE TO SECONDARY
SCHOOLS AND STLDENTS - -
Pupose
. - Although most compensatory pducotion pro- -
grams and funds are focused on early childhood

P~

22

Center
Stogford Research Institute .
Menlo Park, California 94025 N

[

'RESTORATION DESIGN: AN EMANCIPATORY -
STRATEGY

Purpose | B

In response to movisfm in the Educotlon )
Ameod'nents of 1974, the Fonon Reseorch ond

33 -

reducﬁon of time .



proggm“fn porwery
- The dellgn ls chaocter' '

E ', Developmem Cemer was mded o contract o
_ -study "glfemiative designs fo contrast with curreni )

.

potory‘t_strotegc,, since its intent is, to involve ~°

children ig’s now. It seeks .to remove the

" restrdite-of-an_educational ideology that I
g .dweﬁed fo fit children info a future defined by

seel%lng#o ,;:eplucofe. lhemselvos.
The specific purposes of the daim oré

.. To specify whol educotion as-a
, ) developmental . ‘process ougn to
- be, i.e., to define theimity be-
N twemschoollngmdeduooﬁon

To fundamentally. exomine the
_relafidnship between’ theory (ide-
ology) and practice and,-in this -
‘context, . to “develop ‘on alter- -
native design predicated on the
concept of primary inclusion as a.
set of principles. alternative to
. the principles implicit “in . the

A compemotory educotlon design

To ouflme a possible model-
growing out of practice ond,
" this context, to explore the legol
" implications, - feasibility,
. costs of mplementmg suich a .
' i'model ’

’ .3. .

. Method o

- An ‘informal’ Delphl technique was the
central method used to ¢érysfallize the prermses
‘and proctices of a group of persons with demon-

-

fheory ond procllce was studled in’ an effdrt fo 7:

defme centrol princlpla.

Phose [y Development of centrol pripciples '
. -of- an alfernative design. )
. clusions drawn from Phase | were used -as a

Keéy  issues-and con-

starting point for defining—new ideology, valye -

natlpe model. - L L

7 . 1. Foir -m'ojor brinciples were out-
"< - lopment of a new kind of institu- -
: "tion/learrier relationship and fead ~ .
. to alternative theoretical -
“foundations .on which new educa-

Cn " . tional strotegles ond proc‘hcec -

“and '_~'

’ . strated success in éducating the children of the

poor, either as paents, teochers, ocimmstrotors,

'orresea'

A monthly Z-doy workshop strategy provided...

the central forum for analyzing the data. These
w which a period of 12 months,
involved (1) pre;entoﬂons, discussions; and small-
group meetings. with consultants, committee. and
consortium members, and ‘community representa-
tives and (2) feedback from on-site observation of
ond patlcipoﬂon in- alternative programs in Los

Angeles,

There were four phoses ‘of the project:

Phaserl. Data gothering and initiol formula-

tion, [ which data, implicit principles, proctices, .

_and impact associated with numerous models were
examined. . In porliculor, the reloﬂonship between

-

Diego, Milwookee, ond F lorida .

" approach as the most beneficial.

could emerge. -

The concept of “primary inclu- -
sion” wasarticulated as the edv- . .
cational practice to achieve the _ ...
model's ¢entral objective of
T engoging the chilo‘m leorning.

2.

The component parts: of model; a
program design (including curri-:
culum organization ‘patterns,
parental ~ involvement, com-.
munity involvement, services, .
etc.) and eveluation design’ond -
techniques (including methods,

- =" models, planning, etc.), ‘were
’ further elaborated . in the remain-

- mg workshopsofPhose’ll

3

Phose lll

- prerhises,’ rotionole, ond objeclives for. on- oltér-; o

- lined- that would guide the deve- * -

Revlew ond molysis of dataon -

‘judacuol Ticles and current practices that lead to

estd:lishing the kinds of schools described by the
- model.

clucted, followed by the identification of one

Two school

Then on analysis of three possible
approaches to impleméht the model was con-

systems (Federation of Independent Schools in -

- Milwaukee and South Central Los Angeles School
District) were also identified that could be used
for beginning demonstration progroms.

. The general cost for one.community school
based on Fanon Restoration - concepls wds
esﬁmoted by: e

l. Defming the educational demon-

» K _ strotionprogrom
2. D_e.erminlng, lhe resourck
. . requirements R _
3. Estimating the general dollar

costs of those resources -
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aﬁvbmdyslcofﬂ\em\d

'adnolswamedtoesﬁaneeostmgeM
wouldmre:eeedmem ds?r’sct expendwrec.

°huseiV Reviewofihe

‘ment Tor .to national  goals ond project

A Co tures ™
;d!ﬂliﬂe‘kaa& 10 -ron-Title | Los Angeles City

complefed docu-

"objecﬂva. “Feedbock was received, and revisions .

?_“" - -'suggested . during ‘the national conference were’
_-incorporated info the document. - The: final docu- :

‘ L ‘ment. was mlewed ad crlﬁqued.
R andi& .

" The flml sfody dedgn is a*:oylnble ln Fonon
-mar Ru‘loroﬂon Model: . An Emawcl

tien." Paper presen

R Mlmesoto, Soclol Wcifare, St. Paul. 1976.

Kf'eg, Lewls M. "Blonde Wig. Blodc

Towards a Scientifie Psychology.”

B p:esented at Assoctation ofBlock Psycholo-
-3, Giats, BosQon,Mos. l975 .

'Klng, Lewis M. - Fonon Cenfa‘* Restoraﬁon Model:‘
. An Emanc or--
. [os Angele

. .. «went Center. May l977.

a’m

ng. Levis M. A Global Miodel. - Ur, g
O ecrmitier in T Ok o

) urcunstams.
L "y ‘ anon
' Center. 1975.. - .

Modlsa\, "Anna. 'c%‘ 'o_cz" émm«& Ref-
- mlopmem Cenfer. 1975.
Modlson, Amna.  Sur

lopment

, Center. l975. ‘

“ Sooloyé Jd\n. Evulmﬂm of Present Pmcﬂoes ‘of
on.

anon
oS .
Soeley “John, A Preliminory Position Paper -on
‘lt«mﬂm To C‘M ] E&%otim..

ng, Lewis M.‘ "A Rworaﬂon Desim in Educo- '
ted-‘at University of

ation. .
op-

and Grlﬂ of Com~ *
umr!on. Los’

Welo’pment -

e

e .
'

‘ Chllds’- E;@

porenfs. , _
- A’ committee of‘etp'erts wi'uohuve wide"f '
g oy S

08 Angeless -
oprmnt Center.

/. change
needs'.of poor children,

s

meﬁfCenfer }'9‘)5 B

Controcfon Chala R. Drew.Posf-Gfoduote
Medical School - ‘

-FamResea'chmdDevelopment

Center
L IZOIZ Compton Avenve
. . Los Angeles, Callfomla 90059

cT 'Puauc sb-m’oLs: A 'STRATEGY
TORY EDUCATION PROGRAMS

@

Many educators feel that sevefal charge-
terlsﬂa of tfoday's public

barriers 10 the orgonizational
needed fo meet the special educational

project was 1o plon a- cost jous school that
learns,- through Tts own experiente, how to com-

- bine traditional educational values with .modemn

Los<Ange|w Fmon Resea'ch md Develop-

The purpose . of this.

'DEYELOPING MORE EFFECTIVE COMPEN- -

?chool systém are
and programmatic -

instruction technoldgy. This school would offer-

effective instruction ‘and, at the same time, be
" mést rupomive to attending chlldren and their _

committee members either weré. ! for their

expertise

satory education programs at the time of the
project,. Certain members were responsible for
dealing with specific aspects of the design, while
others read,

"t is proposed that Cnntroct Public Schools

(alternative elementary schools) be--establi

within “local school districts 1o develop m
effectiva compensatory education progrcms.

~ Each school will be governed by its own Council of-

Direcfors, elected by the parents of enrolled

~.children. (This. council is modeled after the most

-, effective of Follow Through's Policy Advisory

- Committees.) The council's authority to estd)llsh
. policy will be based on a formal ¢t .

- ogreement among the council, the local Board of

_ in policy forwloﬂon ot the Federal,.

. state, md local Tevels, in compensatory education

‘ ograndevelopmanmdopemﬂm, ond in school ' .

" law, school ﬂmnoe, architecture, and classroom
~ teaching, or were parents of children in

critiqued, ‘and suggested refinements
_inall of fhedalgt's compooents.

' Flndlf_\g

-



Educotlon, ond the ;taté Office of Education.’ The .

""" Council, wHi manoge” the’ schosl budget, which
© “'consists -of ‘the some: omount ‘per “child as is:

provided for the education of comparable children

~ in the other schools within the district. Enroll--

ment in a Controct Public School will be voluntary.
endopentoall. 4 * S .

.

The- Contract Public School Is infended fo.

" give legdl status and a ‘set of ‘organizing principles

. effective
- children. , _
. designed to imeet ‘local needs, contract. schools
. offer large school districts a low-cost and low-risk
mechanism~for locally based research and deve-
lopment. . Seven :steps are. recommended to

tory education for

°

~.. to public alternative schools designed to provide -
. poor
As small flexible wnits spetifically

. remove existing legal barriers and encourage the -

" - implementation of effective contract schools. -
~Report . .t

= - Schember, and Lynn C. Weis. Contract

" Public’ Schools: A Strategy for Deve

~ Bushell, Den, Jr., Donald A. “Jackson, Daniel M. -

. wére from more than 250 LEAS in

* . parental involvement, including

Method L. ‘ TN

. -!.' . . i . T : . \'
ESEA . Title .| exemplary. projects, Follow .
Through . projects, projects nomina b 3
mercial publishers, publications of exemplary pro- -
grams at compensatory education- fairs (such .as
the National -Diffusion Network),

mitted to"the Joint: Dissemination

of OE, .and projects documented -
troctor's files were exomined. . /These projects.
er 30 States;

. The preliminary verification of program
operations concerned the naturg ‘and extenf of -
ng | invoivement “in _
Parent Advisory Councils (PACs), in classrooms as

. dides, at home in structured instpuction situations,

and. in developing or selectingindividual ‘student

activities/objectives. This ‘was; foliowed by col- .-

" lection of .additional descriptive information on

More Effective CEEMOEE Eau_c:oﬂoo
- Programs.” L awrence, Kansas: iversity of -

ansas. Jone 1977. -

" Contractor: “University of Kansas
' Lawrence, Kansas 66045

.

-
B

. -LIMITED STUDY QN THE EXTENT OF PAREN-
TAL INVOLVEMENT IN SETTING OBJECTIVES
AT THE ELEMENTARY SCHOOL LEVEL - .

€

.. Pupose
During the hearingy on ESEA Tifle.i and
. subsequent committee feports leading  to the
" passoge of the Educgtion’ Amendments of 1974,

various.proponents argied for the direct involve-

rent of parents in the process by which instruc- .

* tional_objectives were to be developed. fot their
children, Such arguments were based on common
sense, a i (. _

parental involvement in. ESEA Title |, and the
results of a number. of exemplary projects in
which such a process was'stated to have occurred.

ral _tide. of préssure’ for greater - .

NIE requested that the contractor identify -

well-implemented programs which involve parents
“extensively ‘in the' instructional process and to
describe the general effects of various types of
" involvement based uypon documentation and eval-
. uation reports to date. The study was conducted
between December 1975 and Februaty:1976.

25

these programs to assist in the onalysis of the !
quality ond extent of parental involvement ond of .

. the nature and extent' of impact on student
- . performance, = schoolfcommunity relations, and

other areas. Finally, programs octually using

_parents ‘in _some aspect ‘of the- instructional- ‘_ 
.process at the elementary school level in math

‘and/or reading programs in Title | “or other
compensatory education programs were described.

"~ A total of 319 projects was identified, and. " -
characteristics of programs regarding “parental
involvement ‘were verified. Major problems en-
countered during-the conduct of this limited study
included: A o
Differences in interpretation/ .
definition of terminology used in -
programs involving parents

1.

re

Reluctance of district represen- -
tatives to focus upon only one -

aspect of a particular program,
i.e., parental involvement

-2

The lack of virtually any evaluo-
tion reports which attempted to -
"assess the specific contributions
“of parental”.involvement in what- .
ever form fo various program
oufcomes .

3.

e

* The lack of individuals who had... - -~
firsthand knowledge of the
nature. and extent of parentdl
involvement, since mony of the
programs had been discontinued
or had been modified signi-

¥ ficantly, and their staff members

had been reassigned -

projects sub-.
Review Panel



- T E ~ - ' : ' ’ : ’
' Fingings - e INSTRUCTIONAL DIMENSIONS STUDY'
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Direct parental involvement in‘selection of Burpose - -
individuol ~ student _ objectives and activities in LI '
+ . ~compensatory education programs conducted in’ - _Bec_d;seof. the
7~ consultation with the teacher ond the child was Congress in instructi
- found o be.virtwilly nonexistent up through.the - requested to conduct
period on.which documentation was available for- : oe €
initial selection and verification (1974). In only 4. ** ‘procedures for meeti
-+ of more than 250 sites were such procedures - thildren, including the
. identified and.verified through telephone contact. - -fen education plans fo
In two sites, such parental involvement previously - 93‘380)' ‘The Instructi
- used in-a highly structured maonner had since been - Was a l-year field s
. diécontlnued. T . _ request by examini !
S o = - . practices and teacher charocteristics on studenf
" Structuréd parental involvement in the Jn- . achievement in, and attitodes toward, reading and
* "’ structional process, either in the classroom or at mathi at the Ist- and 3d-grade levels,. The major-
. ‘home, did exist in.a significantly Jarger number of : - foci of the study were: - o '

tiveness of methods and * -
thefeducational needs of ©
use of individualized-writ-
children .. .” (Public Law
| Dimensions Study (IDS)
udy designed to meet this.
the effecfs of instructional

© sites, most. of which used Follow Through modals , o L
which have a component for porental involvement - . - 1._ .The_effects of individualiz€d in-
" specifically designed. _ . CL - " structional practices vl

- Many more. projects involved parents inon . .- -2 The_ effects of instructional
* odvisory ‘capacity through PACs and other . settings . . oo »
. mechanisms  which were usually required by fund- L
-~ ing-source guidelines or regulations, such as ESEA - 3. The relationships of opportunity, .
Title 1, Follow Through program guidelines, and - - motivators, instructional events,
.  proposal-applications. A teacher background, and costs to
‘ , achievement and attitudes| - a

v Virtually no evaluation reports or evaluation ° T
documentation at the progrom level attempted to Method - )
identify the. contribution, if any, of parental ] v L. ’
involvement to progror -impact as measured by - A purposive and not representative sample -
student achievement. - In a larger number of * of classrooms in Title | or Title I-eligible schools

- instances, impacts on school/cammunity relations ©~  was selected for -the study in order to obtain

- were documented, mastly in a posifive manner. A - varigtion on the degree ~of individualization, .
previous sfudy conducted by Sterns and Peterson - . setting for compensatory instruction, aond neigh-
(1973) failed 16 confirm the impact of parental borhood economic status. In oddition, the instruc-

* involvement on student . performance at ‘levels tional program used in participating classrooms
. berond the preschool stage. ¢ . had been in operation for at least | year prior to
S o : - thestudy. - . S :
A major conclusion of this study is that Cen LT SR ’
- parental involvement in its various modes can be .~ Student achievement and attitude tests and
‘teacher - interviews _and questionndires were

involvement ‘os . means: 13 ety POTETIOL  miniterad i e a1 197 onmaires 1977),
- cognitive skills performance, beyond the preschool The teacher instruments were combined “with
level, remains on area yet to be assessed in any - videotapes of reading ond math instruction -and

with.“curriculum " analysis “results 1o provide

rigorous 7 e ) information  about  instructional - _ practices. -
T 3 o ‘ v . . General -information on program characteristics
Report- S . was gatherad from building principals ond district
' . ' . Gdministrators. _ ' :

of a Limited S ‘on'.'tlhe. Exfeecn't vz.: ’ Datae were anglyzed from approximately
ington, D.C: © 2,000 :1st-grade students, 2,300 3d-grade students,
o o 'y.stems,- Ine, 'Morch,' 100 lst—‘grod_e ond'.l‘OS 3d-grode regular teocberf, v
- 1571976, ' T . K -

Contractor: Education TURNKEY S;ystems, Inc. . 'Data from this study are being placed in on
. 1030 15th Street, N.W.. - 4 archive. . A description of the archive project
Washington, D.C. 20005 : may be found on p. 55, T

S : 25." ‘ 37'
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[75 ‘specialist” teachers, 100 principals, and 14

.. _district-administrators.  _ _ =

. The data weré organized Hierarchically. from

|
i

Pl

- indiyidt_.‘lol measures grd oggregated into {8 dimen- -

- -sions, which’were. then combined into five ele<

- . ments based on the research design developed by .

the Learning Research and-Development Center.
These five elements were individialization, oppor-
‘tunity ]
teochér background.  Commonality analysis -was
used fo attribute portions of variations in achieve-

~ ment gein_to the various elements and to initial

motivators, ‘instructional .events, and °

(pretest) performance. Costs were also related to _

achievéement gain. K
Findings ~ . .~ .

'The research results  “are generally
encouraging about the effectiveness of’ com-

. —

. pensatory education prograns examined in this. .

study. Overall, students in grdde | made average
ggins- of 12 months in-reading and 11 months in

“iith during the 7 months between fall and spring . -

testing as measured by the Commprehensive Test of
Basic  Skills -(CTBS).
. *months in rédding and 12 months in mdth on the

Third - graders. gained 7.

. CTBS. These gqins exceed those reported in the -
. most positive recent-evaluations of compensatory
instruction. . , SR ' :

. lndivi,dualiLed Instiuction. IS defined indi-
vidualization of instruction as including: specific
learning objectiveés assigned to'individual children,

. small-group .or individual pacing; individual diag-

nosis and. prescription, .and alternative learning .

' _'paths and sequencing for individual children.

. Study findings did not, however, show. indi-
vidualized classrooms ~to be uniquely effective.
~ The IDS results showed substantial gains in read-
*“ ing ond mathematics .achievement irrespective of
. the presence or‘absence -of individualization as
defined for this study. - . ‘

Setting X .Tﬁe"_-two alternative settings for
compensatory - instruction examined by IDS were

" “(1).in-class or mainstream instruction and (2) out-

- of-class or pullout Instruction. -

IDS found that st graders gained most in

imainstream settings in reading and in mathemat-

" ‘ics. Third graders “gained “most in' mainstream
reading, but mathematics gains were equal in the
~ two settings. - :

~ . .Opportunity.
> opportunities given to studeits. The first, oppor-
- tunity to learn, con roughly be ftranslated into

instructional time.' It included measures of length - _

" of schoolday, amounts of regular and supplemental

s

IDS examined two fype‘_.# of =

.. gram,

- Ist grade than for 3d grade. .

", ' Dimensions Study, =19

-~

= > J

" .reading and miath ins%rudtion, ‘attendance, class

and ‘group size, proportion of students working "on’

task," and amount of homework. - I

. The second type of opportunity, opportunity.
to demonstrate learning, is based on the pramise
that what is learned depends on what is -taught.
This rother simple assumption implies that pro-

. grams will appear to be more successful when the’
content of the test materials is closely related to
the curricular content of the instructional pro-

-

/ . . .
.. IDS_found that instructional time was an
important determinant” of achievement gain and
that when instruction emphasized . the particilar
skills on which achievement gains were measured,

" - student. achieveément gains were especially large.

Each of these findings was more pronounced for ...

-The other elements listed in quesiion 3,

* motivators, instructional events, .teacher back-

ground, ond costs, were inconsistently or insigni-
ficantly related to ochievement gain,

vRemzts .

.Blaschke, CMIe& Scbool Relationsi A Sup~ |

‘porting [Report of ithe Instryctional Dimen- *
sions 3%, 1976-1977.  Washitv;ton,

- "D.C.t Kirschner Associates, Inc., and Edu-
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Program Cost Analysis: - A

Learning Research and Devel-

: - answer|

~ ~ninth researcher developed an b‘{eroll

regular and specialist teachets inyolved in .the
study. - . v 2 e -

L The IDS findings were organized around four

: opportunity to learn; setting; planning, -

each” workshop aver the 2-day. period.

- organization, and management of compefisatory
instruction; and individualization of -instruction.
A five-r 'summary- of the ‘study. results .wds
distributed to the teachers prior, to the- con-
ference. | The conference format included an
introduct session followed by four. workshops,
gne on each’ of the four themes listed obove.:
Teachery ‘were divided ‘into four groups and

closing| session ‘was held. Researchers reported -

the essence of their i~cording, and questions were

- ﬁolloWim the conference,sthe researchers
discussed réactions 16 each workshop area’in the
context of educational research - literature.

A
-of the:\confe_renc'e_',‘c_nd its implications.
Findings =,

The conférence findin‘gs will be presented in

"

’

djscussign ;

chers observed and recorded each.of . »
0p sessions. ' At the end of the 2d day, o .-

.
2 .

-

.

P S

.. opment Center -~ - ‘ enc :
- University of Pittsburgh - a report embodying the researchers' papers and in
: N - 3939 O'Hara’Street - "~ o broad dissemination documen based on-these -
. Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15260 - papers. i o - ,
. : o v Reparts
' "“S-TR.UCT'O&'AL._D'MENS"O,NS STUDY CON- . . conference repbi'.t ond di‘ssé!ﬁir;ot‘ion
- FERENCE - "™ o -7 .documeNt are both expected in September 1978, -
Purpose 4 SR N
! The purpose of this conference was to share THEORY AND PRACTICE IN BEGINNING READ-
the results of the Instructional Dimensions Study.  ING INSTRUCTION , | " . | L
: s “

-{IDS) with. 39 teachers who participated in it

during 1976-77. As a result-of the conference, it

''was hoped that feachers would assist NIE in .

developing & dissemination document thdt would

- -interpret :the IDS findings in a-fashion that made
them clear- and useful " to, teachers -and .
administrators in general, ‘In addition, researchers .

served as recorders of the conference in .order

* that the views expressed by the teachers might be

" “research:
. Method

recorded and written in the confext of educational

’ I

i

9

T.'hirfy-nine‘ ‘teachers and nine educational

researchers uttended a 2-day conference held in

Washington, D.C. . The teachers represented 13 of
the 14 districts_involved in the IDS. - Teachers

‘were .generally representative of the proportions .’

”

of Ist- and 3d-grade, pullout and mqin.';trean, and

~ What does the

.Purpose' and Method

-~

~ 0

Are some 'wéys -of 'téoching begi:mirig fdod- "

ing more effective than others, "especially for
children in compensatory. education ‘programs?
research say? Do the research
findings ogree with what experts in the field say
about the theory of reading?

- questions that were addreszg by
- Practice in Beginning Reading Inst
The ‘project brought - together - over .50

the Theory and

le

active ih reading research and in the teaching of .

reading to hear formial papers and to discuss durly
reading’ instruction, Papers ond discussions con-
sidered the effécts of instructional practice, as
well as psychological and linguistic research on
the process of learning to ‘read. The ‘aim-of the

discussions was to clarify points of agreement and

disagreement as a basig for advising educators and

39

. 28 -

e

These ‘are the -

22
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ruction Project.. ..
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>~ the public on the approaches to instruction mast lgarned.” Théy tend 1o believe, however, that the”
\ likely to be effective for hard-{o-teach children, code con be learned relatively easily~and that in -
b T e . ” : . ony case the meaning ond interest. of written
anqlggg_ ST K - " moaterials- connot ‘be “sacrificed even- early in .-
s . : " instructién,  ".ook-say" . methods of . _teoching
~to

-7 Two Views of Readi On the basis of the . . ‘reading wereoriginally desighed. in response
popers exchanged af this project's conferences, it ~  this concern. The some basic view of the'ddms.of
is passible to identify two main strandsof theory. early réading instruction is shared by those who
< cbout the nature of reading. The two strands lead . todoy. advocate. , "language experience” :
- . "o ‘different kinds of prescriptions for early . opproaches—methods that." attempt to use. the N
reading ‘instruction ond fp different lines of - children's-own dictated and written stories as fhe
research..” - I B ~ . material for teaching reading, in an- attempt fo -
' - oL . -7 root. reading in.the direct communication reeds: -
o Heading as Tr lation.. One view of reading ond processes of the, leamer. _Basic researchers )
s that 1t s ementily fhe iranslofion of printeq %0 view reading as an autonomous system fend
e any ansiation of printed to be. concerned with the ways in which meaning= -

Symbols inte o approximation of-oral language, so = ¢y written language, indnits of. a sentence or

s

. that already -developed capabilities for under- . .
st,tlxpdingl and usingl speech can» be applied to ! g._ o !3 processed : . T Lo
wriften longuoge. In this view, the mast impor- - . e e I
tont d . i s The Evidence  from Instructional Practice. L
an ﬂﬁngthafmstbedonemleaming‘toreodgs Which W = T pracile orlented .-

- . - 10 leamn what the printed symbols "say.” No other - 1 YOIk b A -
) _octivify is unique to-{eoding; ev.e?r%ything else is instruction such as the :rdwflgf:::‘;?" "’,;:n?e';
shared with speech. Since: the ability to compre- f&m'im“ mmng-ﬂ’e A %‘sﬁ‘
_hend speechis aiready present’in ‘any individua! o 2 Evi clearly f. °"9""°9e°‘m inst
Vi 5k qutdo lean o read, only word recogni- © . bropase? - Evidence « another in fleld settings &
“practice in ﬂ?is new- ;vlsq:l) mode of"'r:cxn'g' g;f"ﬁ?“"of'ggg '~Neveme;:mﬂf:arfi?'éoﬁng
. language messages is needed. educa~ erm i concerning . fought
" tional proctitionersiswho holgd i‘é?’fv'?::%'-}" reading - ond how It is Tought can be defected if we. .
o . - i : This = 2
- ois transiation generally odvocate reading instruc- ;axg:;nm m’f"gem °f}:£3""d m;.;ac:;. p olB' .
Do ' i — ¢ - - y I ” -
| exelusiveatenti e Aot SomeNimes eVen | B When ST i were recognition is the out- .
. Sxclusive—gttention, fc . me being studied, code-oriented.programs. fend
the o ode. ey suggest that, during  Com baing “better than language-oriented pro-
the earligst stages of reading instruction, instruc- - o ‘lt’?:i e {olly Toue for o p?

" tional  materials—especially for hard-to-teach . grams.’ This is. especially > 1or ‘low - socio-

| clf'nil'gteen—.should highlight the predictable apects &€ “':{,"’; groups ;‘;;“, '°“'Igg'.’l'".*“’. ,"'";9:“"""'“ .

L :f _ﬂ*prmt-mdof: :o !ée:‘f':?n d;;';:‘;',ﬁ?::;_ _ simplest :lgvelsk the criterion, there:is no clear ;; .
elegance. The focus of research that follows from = 9dvantage 'fg either °°tdme‘ or _lq\g'mge'-:ri;;med
- this .view of reading fends to be on proficiency in - p"°9'°":-':" ' onc;r,;lng 'r:cdt{om ?7‘-4;-. rect

el o o Sroteis ot i et e Conmod e o e, 0
this proficiency. T especially for low-ochleving 'or,low-SESbiroups.',
LI ; y . These conclusions are drawn on. the is of .

- ‘Readi mnl;utonomous Procersss;m("l;:; - _%vi.l‘ eéhfm “())J 9lCh°| #ts of Follow -

the written word Is in certain i tant: ways Through children; (2) Jéanne hall's book Learning -

different from urtﬁersf«gd\ingj spoken lmguog:ﬁ fo Read: * The gr_eai Debate, w::d‘l Wﬁm .

“ Written longuage is organized differently fr. (3) research reviews conducted by Guthrle and hi.

. .spoken language ond fulfills different sacial func- - colle for the National- Institute ©f Ed.
tions, =The mental work of reading is different ~ COLSOQues for the et stodies. . (6)
Irom the ko ke of s sy - St Comperstery Shication Sies

- langugge. Because it is an autonomous languoge . grade’ studies and the Educationa! Testing Service
process, reading cannot be taught as transiation tb <

zh., We' t assume thot because peopie : study of compensatory reading programs; and (5)

R GFd'f Yeé connot assume 4o~ -the California Teacher Study. ~ ' ' «
know how to recognize words thdy will be able 13 ST : v
understand and use written language in:functional e : : Y

~--ways, - Instead;. reading instruction” must “focus . - - The findings of the Theorv ond Proctice in ~.

. Quite directly’on the use of written languagé from Beginning 'Reading Instruction Project suggest
the vefy beginning of Instruction. Pedple who :  several lines of oction for. national reading policy

.. view feading as an autonomous language process  gnd for further development ond study of reoading .

- do pot deny that the alphabetic code. must be instruction; ~
A ‘I oL 3 e ‘ <
. . . - ’ N . .': ' S . v
R o : , e 29 T BT
R o . . . .' ) ]  ' . :ﬂ.o . . .




::t code-emphasis programs olone will “scive”

‘reading progra
~ In teaching word ecognition skilis. They show no
" the main criferion & S farting ot about 3
terion - ing at about
b na)' ! nlauooe_g(_sfcfng

possibiiities for such programs need to be pur-
experience” approach, which
Idren’s own writing and dictation,
ond the "direct Instruction™ approach,

Research and Dmlop:

, ng
ment Center, University of Pittsburgh. June

1976. :

Controcton: Laa'nlng Research and Devel-

opment Center
‘3939 OHaora Street
+ Pittsburgh, Penrsylvania 15260

wkusmem OF mnw«fz SCHOOL STU-
DENTS IN TITLE {

)
[ ]

- 3% hours

_ Conferences on Il\o_orﬁ ond Proctice of: B_egnnl??
5 nstruction. Parts |, I,

in order 10 review carefully the prbéo&rs used
by these districts to establish the eligibility of

: public and nonpublic school students, pian Title |
"~ progroms, and deliver services. -

Findings

The NIE National Survey of Compensatory
Education found that:

l. - Only43% of Title | districts with
wﬁ'krﬁ”‘." students ore
providing Title | services to any
of these pupils.

2.  Services are provided fo an esti-
mated 4% of the nonpublic stu-
dents living in Title 1 districts,

3.  While porticipating.public school

children receive an averoge of
compensatory in-
struction . week, nonpublic
school pupils ve an average
of | houwr per week.

The second study, done by the Council of
American Private Education, found thats

I. In most of the locol educational
ojencies studied, chiidren with .
the same level of -educational
disodwm%- hod less chonce of
receiving Title I services If they
were enrolled in private schools,
ond they received fewer e
‘poorer‘wvicu. '

2. Only 10% of state educational
agencies consistently exaomined
t Involve nonpublic
lchoolmld'en. -

3. Fewer thon 25% of the local
educational ogencies studied sur-.
“ veyed the ngnpublic school popu-
lation for eligible students. Mast
simply guessed at the nonpublic
student population and its Titie )

Report , .
Vitullo-Martin, Thomas W. o R
. Deli of Title | to c

e ¥ o3 )
on American Private Education. Interlm

41



Controctor: Thomas W. Vitullo-Martin
. Council on Americon
Private Education
710 West End Avenue
New York, New York

. -
A

TRAINING AND EXPERIENCE OF COMPENSA-

TORY EDUCATION TEACHERS
.- Title | was enacted, in part, on the premise
" that the Americon’ educational system had largely
foiled poor ond minority children, Among the
gnoadm to' improving instruction of such

. idren Is fo imp the quality of the feoching
they receive. has- been done ,by providing
teichers with special training gned to, be
tory education

porticulorly suited to
- Students or by selecting teachers who have hod

special fraining. In oddition, ‘teachers who have -

. apecial trolning may be providing compensatory
education even without specidal district training or
. selection programs. .

"~ The quw«pm oddressed in this study are:
. ' . - ’

To extent do achool dis-

fricts offer special training pro-

grans to their compersatory
education teachers? .

‘What types of training

2.
’ tricts gﬂer‘}

do dis-

3. How do districts select compen-

satory education teachers?

& What ore the qualifications of

compensatary educction teoch-
ors? .

. .

The Nationat Survey of Compensatory Edu-

cation collected information about Title | ond .

Findings

.. [- B
The study showed that nearly three-quarters

. of the local educational ogencies (LEAR) that

receive Title | funds did provide some teacher
troining in 1975-76. However, this trcining wos
funded from q variety of sources. Only about one-
quarter of these Title ! districts used Title 1 funds
to support inservice training. This amounted to
$8.322 million in' expenditures, or less thon 0.5%

. of the $1.739 billion in Title | expenditures. _

" Various fypes of trgining were considered o

_ berimportant, and no singte subject matter or skill

"

area emerged os corsistently necessary.. The most
highly ranked troining content ores was instruc-
tional content, but ofher arecs, such as instruc- -
tiona! support, planning, evaluation, and philo-
-sophical and boackground topics, were also
frequently important to LEA programs. The .
troining methods favored by LEAs were informal
and short term (e.g., stalf meetings,

and consultations with. specialists) rather thon
formal, academic, and long term. -

Methods for selecting con educo-
tion teachers usually involved selection by district
personnel and principals. About one-third of the
LEAs occepted  volunteers, and one-sixth used
.other recruitment methods such as selection by
parents. The most popular criterion for selection
of compensatory education feachers was academic
training in ea?uatory éducation. About.one-
third of the Title | districts used experience -
working with educationally disadvantaoged children
os g criterion. A wide variety of other criterio

* were also wed in varlous districts, - :

stote compansatory educcation services ‘delivered

: ionally representative sample of school
districts. As one part of the survey, questions
were aslead about: district use of Title | funds to

C education teachers generoally
bad jevels of formal and Informal trumkg
ond of teaching experience. The high leve!

formal is reflected in the foct that over
65% hove at :least o master's degree, wheread
about 27% of homeroom teachers of compe. satory
education students, most of whom do not provide
compensaiory education instruction, have master's
. degrees. Recent, informal (i.e,, inservice) train-
ing is also typical of: compensatory education
teachers. Over 6A% receiver! Jome fraining in the
6 months prior to being interviewed, compared
- with about 21% of homeroom teachers of compen-
sofory education students. The amoonts of recent -
fréining are similar, averoging about 25 hours for
compensafory education teachers and about .23

_. These daota suggest that Title | does in fact

. _provide speclal services fo students by employing

<

4

-



.-

. ) h . " ‘ ' .
"~.". specially troined feachers 0 deliver co

. commithlen o Sommper

compensatory

instruction. The findings also retiste charges thot

"’a;“f,““""" Mec the | slified
-t "being delegated fo east quol

" compereatory - instruct ur-

ther,’ the foct that experienced and highly

qualified teachers ort. providing

Instruction combined with the fact that districts
select feachers based on’

compensatdry
‘their teacher’ fraining and experience in compen-

education

sofory education (rather thon using tedcher
. seniority} suggests tha. districts are not plocing
. 1eachers into mﬂm atory Mlapodﬂun :

a to keep oyed * number

feoching jobe echings, Pic7ed .

Report

Findings will be: reported in NIE's finol
report to Congress, which will be. available in
1978, s -

-

.

REVIEW AND SYNTHESIS OF STUDIES OF ACTI-

~ " VITY-BASED APPROACHES TO MATHEMATICS

- TEACHING

Purpose | |

The primary cbjective of this re¥iew was to
identify the inost viable focets of ocﬁvigjcod
instruction, especiolly os these might y fo
children needing compensatory education.

Method

. .o accomplish the purpose, four procedures
were followed:

I. A comprehersive data base on
activity-based approaches to
mathematics  instruction in
grades K-8 was compliled.

2. Program components and foctors
reloted o the wse of materiols

were anclyzed.

3. Resits ond e;nchniorq were
interpreted.

" & Findings from separate reports
ond studies were synthesized into
o 7" el m-gm;
octivity-based -
shows the greotest promise
achievermnert oving oft
tudes toword mathematics.

Il

M thelr instrue-

Y

The research” studies to be analyzed were
selected on the basis ofs . . - :
l.  Appropricteness of level ond - -
2. lateness of the type of
mater or approach, with
. emphosis on research reports
which present a clear, explicit
description of the procedures
followed

~3.  Ewvaluation of the experimental-
type studies in order to exclude
studies s poorly designed that
their findjngs aore meaningless

-

Findings |
In ‘almost half of the considered studies,

students having instruction in which manipulative .

materials were used scared significantly higher on
ochievement .tests than students who had instruc-
tion in' which monipulative materiols were: not
wed. In almost the same number of studies, the
fwo groups scored much the same; few instances
were found in which the group not using materials

- scored higher. Thus, lessons using manipulative

materials have a higher probabillty of producing

. greater -mathematics achievement than do non-

Only 3 of 28 findings favored the use of
symbols alone; only one study favored pictoriat
freatments used olone. In seven instonces, use of
monipulative moteriols -was faovored over
sequences in which monipulative materials were
materiols and plctorsel veprcommemien puictive
materials torial representat resuited in
Nwochbvahemﬂmmofmbdsm
Thewemmwu’plcymlnww
role in effective programs.

Research in which the mumber of embod-
iments fér a idea has been the focus
resuited in. no significont . differences in-
achievement in three of four studies, :

In three of eight studies, manipulation of
materials by students was favored over having



~

evidence was found-that monipulative materials
are effective only ot lower grade levels, ..

- . The use of materials appears to be as
effective at one ach and one ability level
as at another—that is, high achievers.and those
with high ability profit from the use of materials

‘a8 much as low achievers and those of low ability.

AIW. the datd are. sparse, the use of

materiols appears o be at least as effective at

one socioeconomic level as of another.
: o '

- Sfudip\ts using activity-oriented programs or -
- Units con be expected to ochieve as well as or
better fhan students using programs not empha-

sizing activities. -

Certain games con be used 'to promote

-specific learning outcomes, but research has not

yet clearly focused on the effectiveness of games
:or iteot:hiﬂg basic ‘elementary school mathematics
opics.

Reports

Higgins, Jjon L. - "The Role of Activities in
A Unpublished.

Mathematics Instruction.”
paper presented at. the 1976 Annual Con-
vention of the School Science ond Mathe-
~ mqtics Association. .

Suydam, Marilyn N., and Jon L.. Higgins. 'Actlvi%-

Based Learning in Elementary 5S¢l
matics: Recac;m?nlm %om Reseorch.

'umbus, oe | enter for Science,
Mathematics, and Environmental Education.
September 1977.

Suydam, Marilyn N., and Jon L. MHiggins. Review
and Synthesis of Studies of Activi -.8:,:1
fo Mathemot eachi inal

Ty ona e ion,
Contruct No. 400-75-0063. September 1976.

Suydam, Marilyn N and'Alon Oabome "Review
of Research on Monipulative ond Other
- Materials.” . ‘in- A Literature Review ond

~ Anal Rel to_Assessment

ond - Socia . Y
on .

; » » ence
Controct No. C76-20627.

August 1977, .

Controctor: The Ohio Stafe'LJnfver.sity

400 Lincoin Tower
Columbus, Ohio 43210
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RELATIONSHIP OF STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT .
TO COMPONENTS OF READING PROGRAMS
AND ENVIRONMENTAL CHARACTERISTICS -

~ Local education monies and national coms
pensatory education funds are frequently focused
on special programs to improve . the reading
achievement of elementary school students. This

" study examined characteristics of many different

reading programs and wos directed toward identi-
fying those characteristics associated with read-
ing ochievement test gains. Such information
should be helpful to educators and policymakers
since it increases our understonding of the effects

~ of the allocation of resources within the sc
) for reoding programs.

Method

Reports of recently implemented ‘reading
programs were located, ond data including school
and progrom descriptors, as well as individual .
student achievement scores, were solicited from '
project staff in 36 communities. The data were ‘
analyzed to determine the relationship between
achievement gain scores and program charocter-
istics and also to identify characteristics of the
schools serving the poorer readers. A second port
of the study analyzed reading ochievemeng tests.
ond _speculated about differences in achievement
at different elementary grade levels.

Findings

" Charocteristics of Schools Serving a Lar
Number of Poorer Reaoders. In trns—e' programs,
students who were consideredpoorer reoders .
came fromy lorger schools in lower socioeconomic’
urban areas with fewer white students. In these
schools there was less feacher ftraining, . less
teacher curriculum development, fewer. con-
sultants, and fewer dollars spent per pupil.
However, there were more sociul workers for stu-

derifs, - might be expected because of the
s_tyg-f:‘n greater problems. Other differences.
seemed fo vary with grode level, - '

Proi Charocteristics Related to Gain -
Scores ;or E?m chleving Gr This research
provided evidence thal prograns chiracteristics do
-contribute 16 differences in the reading ochieve-
ment gains for low-achieving students even affer .
accounting for socioeconomic level ond ethnicity.

Several program characteristics were *
frequently associated with higher gain scores for
the low-ochieving groups oand warrant further
attention. These were: individual or small-group
instruction, reading specialists, teacher training,
ond Parent Advisory Councils. |

-



. . . Differences in Achlevement Tests and Test
R Y -tests indicated that the
. tests differ widely in their structure and content,

with requiring more complex responses
ond others pralding nlgore difficult questions.

“~

-

-

-

Neless, no one measuwre was found to be

" consistently moe

demanding “than any other. It
" was determined,

Conpa-isdd of fest performance across

tests,’ using cross-sectional data, indicated that *
© . low-scoring students mode

r different gains at
different grade levels. Yearly growth measured
by reading achievement fests was  slightly better
Gt the lowés grode levels. « However, most

- startling was the drop in fest scores between the
end of one school year and the beginning of the
next.” These data suggest that the "loss” over the
summer may be a major coniribufor to steadily
decreasing scores. S

R :
Report .\ s

Popp, Helen M., and Marcus Lieberman, A Sudy ™

of the Relat » of Student Achievement =

act

tion. May 1977,

" Contractor;_- Harvard Uni#?rsity o
" Graduate School of Education
Ray E. Larsen.Hall
C'mﬁrl@e_, Massachusetts 02138

* - LOCUS AND NATURE OF READING PROBLEMS

" INELEMENTARY SCHOOLS
~ Purpose

In qll_elementary schools in the United

acquire

States, teachers attempt to help-chil
t reading

basic reoding processes and profici
-practices. To a greater or lesser degree,

tegch thern how-fo read: . _

.\ "
two questions: to what

. degree do the characteristics of reading instruc-

~ a reanalysis of data collected for the .S.glce

" under a contract erftitied "A Descriptive and - -

o

C j however, that test scores re- -
- flected different skills in different tests. - =~ and the variables chosen for-investigation fallNnto—~
- ' . two categories—instructional time and instruc- .
_ tional emphasis. S

L
duate School of Educa-

~ -engage children ln,cert_dn octivities designed to

a 'ﬂm.pﬂ'-ag'am‘ lnfluafmptplls' od\lcvunent and
1o whot degree are these effects dependent on - -

‘previous . achlevement, reading level,

. oge, socloéconomic status, and sex? A broad - -
y synthesis of previous research on reading problems -
.. also was conducted. ' L IR

Metiod e

A

“The central elemer:t of this smdy is based. on’

of Education by the Educational: Tes:
Analytic Study of Compensatory Reqding’ Pro-
g'wnrs'.". The data base consists of |
from 264 schools ‘on 57,694 children. The
pling unit used is an Instructional group in r:

from for different ond soc :
édvels and for various reading skills was assessed.

The same data set was‘used 1o expmine, ‘through
onalysis of varionce, the diffeder between,
“children in regular versus co progroms
on different. skills, such as decoding and compre-
hension, at different grade levels. ey
Findings - - \ L . ".a

Within_the constraints of the investigation,

instructional characteristics of reading programs

were observed fo have an impact on reading
achievement. The findings suggest that time in
formal reading. instruction is an educational
vatiable that is likely to increase achievement in
rﬁ!;llng. Specifically, the

H . :

" . 1. Instructional ‘time in_ formal
. reading  instruction had - the
test impoct on children in

- g:;rode compensatory ' educa-
tion programs. , '

2. Instructional time seemed to
-influence low-SES children more -
than middie- ond high-SES -chil-
dren ot the 6th-grade level, At

" the 2d=grade level, ‘the combina-
* tion of time and SES was not

3.  The. type of instructional emﬂno-
sis in reading progroms had less
Rt “w

e
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Guthrie, John T., S. Jay Sanuels. Victor- Md’tuzo,
glcy lSeifert, S. Jane Tyler, ond Glenace

A SE# of the-Locus andNdture of
Reodipg ems In ement;%z .
dections ’

nter-

Controcfor: lntemoﬁonal Reodmg Associohon
. 800 Barksdale ..
Newark, Dela ore 19711

CHARAZTERISTICS OF * EFFECTIVE INDI-

VIDUALIZED INSTRUCTION PROGRAMS .

- Purpose o '_-_—'-—-'

* The mnin purpose of thls study was to
identify the characteristics of effective or suc-
cessful - individualized instruction programs,
.Including both compensatory education programs
ond programs serving a broader student populo-
tion,’ More specific objecﬂves of the study were

: iomlRendlngAssocioﬁon. June 30, 1976. . ...

.to compile and analyze available information to

provide onswers to the followmg questions:

1. What are the mojor definiﬁons of
the term "individualized instruc-
. tioa™ in the literature, and how

do they differ?

2.  What program elements or vori- .

.~ ables appear to be characteristic
of successful or effective indi-
vidualized instruction programs?

How do successful or effective
individualized instruction pro-
groms cluster 1in terms of theo-
- retical models or empirical
" groups? ' SR

4.  How. appropriate are the various

M assessment instruments used to

measure the . effectiveness of .
- individualized instruction pro-

Method

The approac|
lsﬂa of effective . individualized ‘_instruction
ams. called for reviewing the work of other

h to the study of the , charocter-

vators and applying a series of - screening -
criteria in order to identify effective or. success- -

ful ind!vlduolized [Instruction.

programs - of

. Evaluation reports on program effectiveness were
idemmed, &tdned, ond reviewed ' for

pr

appro- -
From those progroms idenhfned as

35

succwful in the,evaluation reports, those that
were Individualized were selected based on a
broad definition of "individualized instruction.”
The _specific criteria used to select the !ndivi- -
duolized programs were: o
“I. The peogram  must be an. mstrucﬂoml
program for students in which the
teaching of reading, mathemohcs, or .
- both is a primary goal, .

The :nstrucﬁonol progrom must ollow
each student to pursue a formal or
informal program or course of studies
planned by, with, or for him on the
basis of a dlognosis of his learning

- needs or requirements, .

3.7 The instructional program must have
: b;een in use at the elementary level (K-

6 K

The instructional program must have
demonstrated cognmve or offechve‘
, benefm.

The progrom should not be classed asa

bilingual program or be targeted

"~ exclusively for physically or mentally T
. hand'copped children. ) o

l‘o

S.

Seventeen "populnr" programs of indivi-
dualized instruction not identified from the eval-
uation reports were also included in the study.~.
Any information needed about\the individualized

instruction programs other than what was con- - -

tained in the evaluation reports was then col-
lected. “Information' about the 74 successful -
reading progroms and the "42 successful mathe-’
matics programs” which were included was then
coded and used fo analyze ond synthesize fiadings.
Reviews of the literature were made, as neces-
sary, to determine the major definitions of the
term "individualized instruction” and to cbtain the
opinions of various authors abouf the appropriate-
ness of assessment instruments. used fo measure
program effecﬁveness.

~ .

Fmdgg

: On both the theoreﬁcol ~and operoﬂonol'

-levels, programs of individuolnzed imtrucﬂon are

eterogeneous.

l.. Among ' the ind'vidualized .
“instruction’ programs identified
as effective or successful, 58%
- of the reading programs were = .
torgeted for disadvantaged or -
low-achieving students,  while,
" 37% were targeted for afl stu-
. denfs. Conversely, more mathe-



. - There seem to bé a number of instructional
features or proctices ‘common fo most of the

. identified successful programs of individualized

- instruction progr
identified were used in one or-

- were used by feu.mr_' thon

*

matics: were ted
- for all-hodents. (60%) ‘the for

disadvontaged or low-achievi
(%o, . "

‘The. successful individualized
oms thot were ..

more of three ways: . for all of

- the instruction in reodlng'orj"

mathematics; . -for _supplemental

-or remedial worki or for

enrichment work. 'Most of them

{62%) :were used for all of the.

instruction in reoding or mathe-

.matics, ond albof the students in

. a given grade leve! or.all of the
students in the school usually -

attended: When a program was

~ used primarily for supplemental

or remedial ~ instruction, the
students who attended were

vzually identified by a.formal
- diagnostic procedure, - . .

Some of the suecésful indivi-

. dualized instruction programs.

were used in small schools or

school districts, while others ..

were used in larg: schools ar

districts. Many, however, were

used by only a relatively small
number of students. About 40%
of the successful individualized
programs identified in fhls‘stusgg'

students.

instruction. Some of them are:

" frequently.  About 25% of the

Most of the successful programs

had written instructional objec-

tives. About 90% of the pro-
grams -had  written instructional

- objectives, and for 75% the

cbjectives were quite specific.
For ‘about 70%-of the programs
the instructiona! objectives were

by program stoff,

 rather han having been odepted

fmmm v

Student - :
requirements " were, - diognosed

programs provided for dally or
-continuous. . di 46% for

' diognosis at the beginning of @ ..
. wnit of instruction, and 46% for -

“..

ment tests were the most often
" used source of data on individual
student - learning neéds and

- requirements upon which "pro-

b

s.

47

grams of studies were pre-
scribed. "I'heyv_wer'eawedr‘for-

about . 72% of the -successful - -

programs. ‘Student past perform-
ance was also: a frequently used

_source of diagnostic data (39%).———
3. Eighty-four 'percent of the

_programs - provided

instruction five times per week.
: . programs provided .
instruction four_ times or less per

- Week,  However, the length of

the instructional period per day
ranged from less than 15 minutes
to over 90 minutes, .

, In.most of the successful pro-

grams of individualized instruc- .
- tion, a given unit of instruction
was studied until a specific level
of mastery was reached. This
was found for 77% of the suc-

... cessful programs, About 80% of

. the programs allowed each stu-’ -
dent a different amount of time .
fo complete a’unit of instruction,
ond most of these allowed the

- ‘student to start a’new init as -

;:Iomplgfed. Thu:or’gjlv:oco?dl- E
ons necessary -for self-pacitig,
or allowing students to progress
at their own rote.

Most of the successful programs
used-a variety of instructional . =
materials, - Elghty-3ix percenfof .- -
the successful progroms used a -
wide range of learning materials,

. while ; 87%. had alternative

" maferials that could be used for
mastering a given instructional
abjective,

-A number of class organizations

for instructional purposes were
used by most of the successful
programs. In 75% of the .pro-
grams, students worked indepen-




'cloa llu.

Soma lmtrucﬂomf feoturu
ofm considered for suoccaf

procﬂces

mla

l.'- Sbu?éaful lndlvldmllzed lnm'uo- .
‘tion programs need not have a
‘ smol] class size. Fifty-two per-
! of the programs that- weére
- Med had a class size of 21 to
30 " students. Although  the .
':'o."‘. Tor” recting progrony s
or
- 181 for mathematics progroms,
Mmdhmmhodo _
Miom«ﬂmiosl. :

N X Thmamiobenoporﬂculor
L _relationship between class size
. ‘ond - class . organization - for

. : lmtnlcﬂmolmpum Fz o
example, percent .
mﬁd tndlvldnmllzed
having small-group or
ndividual ptmult did not vary

23

3. Successful programs of Indivi- -
, dualized instruction con. operate
without_a speclally wrmen indl-"

| vldadplmorcon%'my

.60% of the programs that were
Modhndmhom '
_.'mot leduollud instruction” programs were .
fdﬂy‘lrotlﬂald Moﬂofﬂnfufsgnedfor‘

; mmwmmamlym

necessary lndlvl- '
dnllwlondomtmtobeuml Forr'_

m:chmgcdlcsofcloqaize. L

uad hmﬂneﬂecﬂve- f

. ThosynMofﬂnnwmofﬂ\e:Mquocmed : ;
.oy four areass - :

"m “however, " that-

&M

Wﬂd\:&.Colvlli‘ E., a:lt "gn#\o Kim. A S

. oS . :
Research, lnc. April 1977.
Comrocton Educational Evaluation md

Research, Inc. .
250 South Castanya Way R
_Mu'llo Pck, Coll (o_ 94025 -
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SYNTHESIS OF THE FINDINGS OF FEDERAL -
STUDIES OF ESEA TITLE |

_Pm, - : ,~ ;.

 The lnvamguﬂon of c

" tion, and- in particular of Title I, is best viewed in .

ﬂnmmdﬂnmmypﬂoratmmfoﬂndwf
how that system works. ' This project reviewed .
previous major evaluations of the Title | program

_ foprovldcmfmlyomﬂhuhofthemmof

the studies, .but also a clear lonoﬂonofme
controversies surrounding

many
in evdmtlng eonmtomedumﬂm .
Method < T -

wootrrledwtbetwm()cfobef
- 1978 md July 1977. Dllwnlom wmrNIE,

nfnm fo earller cnaw- o
mendations of jeaders in ﬂeld, md a soa'ch of '

ERlClodtoﬂnaelocﬂmofﬂnmjorMuto
be reviewed. References %o some of the other ' Sk
eorrobom'm MM«md&dwheumpro—,
pr . .

.  Eochofthe lSwmrmriuofprcvlous
tudies produced reiled mainly on guotations from .

: orlglnol findl reports, but the information “was

recategorized o aid comparison between siudlu. T

l.: Amfmm of the extent to -
which pmlclpuﬂng sfudatm

o 'weroprqporlynecfed ' v

2. The fypu of freofments

" -delivered to students under the —
moofeumfayeduooﬂon s




-

teachers,
* ond t aides help del mpensatory
© education. to mw‘-»mmm.

B

o

" 'ln't_holinglwlm.ﬂn-‘m& of
o Y

- children - .

" & The mojor problems In Title!| -

implementation | . -

. The many mrisfhodol ogical controversies

were - discussed as they related to 10; lorge
evaluation issues' within the cate  of design,
lcrxl:ng. measurement, and analysis. -As a result
of the review of methodological controversies, 27

Findings .

" Two types of results from this review con be
summoriz substantive findings ond methodo-
logical findings. - T

"~ The first substontive findings concerned
participont ‘selection.  The prepondercnce of
evidence: indicated that, generally, icipating

- students were both economically Yand educo-

tionally disadvantaged. The match was far from
perfect, however, possibly due to l:‘he difficulty of-

- feaching disadvantaged children
not generally Inzoveﬂdnd. Substantive findings
. on treatment delivery were characterized by
diversity. Prcject goals ronge _ ,
cognitive achievement 1o building self-image;
3, parents, peer tutors, reading specialists,

.primarily reading and mathematics but alse cul-
fural -enrichment; environments range from
'regular clossrooms and special clossrooms to the
open “or struchwad,_ndividualized or in groups;
-and activities include kits of special lessons,
mw ! V training, and i

o 1 fo learn, parent training, counseling,
The primory focus of Title! hos been on directly

- lmproving reading and language skills of children
in.the_primary grodes; !

" incrécsed over the period of Title | operation. -

Concerning overall effectiveness, the exist-

disadvantoged - -

: tinved improvement of me

- recommendations were made concerning the:
. future of evaluating compensatory education,

‘from Increasing.

es; environments are
experiences, games, dramatics, paying.

and that focus hos =

i

. - R .. ' ) » . ‘ o .
- lorizl..‘lnvolm«ﬂ .of ‘parents in teaching thelr

chil 1s Ii’iport_mt. < - ) _
~ Seven ‘major problems. remain for the Title | _

| mﬁmif'o solve: improving the Im:?retﬁlllfy of

fons, Tmproving the validity of evaluations,

}
o parent involvement, finding

finding ‘ways to assure

ways to reach-all disadvantoged children, develop- ~
* Ing more effective methods of delivering compen-

educdtion, ing o strotegy for con-
' ot thods, and developing a
strategy for building on. individual differences in
processes of acquiring cognitive skills, L

On the methodological aspect of the review,

satoly

- 27 _recommendations for improving "evhluqflo_n-

emerged. The most important of these weres

. 1. Future evalyations of the impact
of compensatory - education
should include comparisons of
participating chlldren's ochieve-
ment ogainst a [ priori, or
(absolute, standards of expected
achievement as well as, or

. - instead of, relative ‘comparisons
S nst the * performance of
statisticolly equated comparison

2. Long-term longitudinal studies,

. ~making use of overlapping
+ - cohorts where possible, are
* .. necessary- to evaluate the ulti-

mate impoact of Title I .

3. The wse of quontitatively rep-
resenfative samples should be
limited to instonces where the:

e information need is for quantita- -

tive ~ estimates of program -
- operating . characteristics; In -
- other cases, ‘such os testing
hypotheses about. relationships, -
other sampling methods are more -
efficient. o o
8. Achievement data in ‘compen-
satory . educatio A
.should.be.inteipreted in terms of
-models of cognitive .growth
processes. In- order “for this to.

- occur, further research in basic
skills is- necessary, and the

_results of that research must be
... adapted for use
- ~studies, S

in evolubﬂqn
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- (2) the residual ‘nonequivalence . ams, - achlevement- gains were. calculated
..‘_oﬂerparﬂdlngomthooffocfs gudonatleast two |periods of ‘time: the

. of covariates; (3)the functional - . - . traditional fail pretest to ln? posttest (school -

... form of the regressicn fonctions _ year) evaluation period, 2-month,  fall-to-
- and (8) the sensitivity of ecn-'-. follperlodﬂtothcwdodﬂ\om following the
P " clusions - to violotions In. the - progrom. . Then -conclusions  were ‘drawn ‘about .
St . - csmptions  that - remalin .. program effectiveness based-on three standards
ST, untested. _— "for success, and the conclusiorx for the different =
Cos - time periods were compared. Thase stondards are .
A g-oot deal has been learned aobqut ° .derived-from ‘those previously used jn evaluating - -
. education .ond about educatl canponntotyoduoatlonprog'mmdmoﬂ\cd

Mku.ﬂunlnﬂwporlodslﬁcc 1965. ltis ‘nomofﬁmdordlzodmfsosﬂnfrmof
important ‘to view this period as°a formative one - reference.: Two of the standards are.expressed In -

and to build ‘on it to provide e education . grade.equivalents: a rate of gain of | grade: -

and adequate evaluation In the 1980's, .- equivalent.month for each month In the program

oL - ond an annwo] rate of 8 -months. . The third
e T , ‘ . standard Is a gain of 10 percentile polnts. In the
g M . ' : - ‘abjence: of Information on. the

expecfed
: . achlevement of drmdvcr\toged studlents wlﬂmf"”
: G'#"' Dona compensatory education experience,
IMCL :hn;ﬂsof MMHJ%%A Investigators did mtnlecfa'but"stmdord,b\n
con Ins rather demonstrated the extent ‘to which -
Ruoceh. ,977. ' ' conclusions about effectiveness differ according
T : tofhe:fmdardmdfheperlodoftlmuud. :

Mel.aud)lln, Domld H. Kevin J. Gllmurﬂn, and- '
. Robert ’ Cmirovonlu In_the _ﬂ‘ﬂ!

: E"d"""‘" of on, .- Thoprimory ﬂndingofﬂmcmlym is that
. can | 68 for . conciusions about progrom.  effectiveness, -
b, Rmch.l’ﬂ A rrdlmofwhntstmdmﬂlsund.mmly
- e e AT

: progrom. Y nclusion of
Rossl, Robort".:., al'):nold H.EMEcLo\m"lln, Emlly:; the W Tonth l"‘ m:f’:;;luoﬂon m
Bruce E. Everett, Summaries - substantially redoce wstimates everment
Title 1 Evaluations. Palo Alfo, . Gy o LY o i tive judgments of

posi progr
et f“ Rmch. - effectiveness. This resuits from the fact thn

[ r
-.'"'“.'l L . o losses In “achlevement offen ' occur over “the
‘ i - ' L ' * 1" summer. In three of the four data sets presented,
. Contractors American Institutes for 4 &Uurlng the school year were followed by .
. Research mﬂlewmr..lnthefmﬁr.ammw
’ : P.0.Box 1113 ﬂnnwusmtmocﬁnlochlwmm loss over the
1 Palo Alto, California 94302 summer, there was a roductlon in rate of

‘_' o , 'ochlevunent. - A , ‘.

: a.lefemt standards for wocéu con result in

RESEARCH ON THE EFECTIVE}NESS OF COM- dlfforem conclusions . about program effective-

PENSATORY -EDUCATION PROGRAMS: A ness. The research has not explicity compcred the.

REANALYSIS OF DATA _ : . stondards with each..other since the primary

. . ' lnm{wdﬂneffe;::f"ﬁ:‘lm perlod"oneodt

standard.” Neverthe | O-percentile-point

’ ‘standard Is mare stringent than the two stondards -

ation have that entail grode-equivalent scores and thus is less.

ef - likely to be met, especially durlng ﬂ'le l2-month,
foll-to-fall evoluctlon. .

The . extent .to which Individual ln eoch .
stmplc follom the patférn discovered In means

investigated. In the five samples sfudled, the ;
od\lmt pcmerm of a mc]omy of the

o
| .




! individual students were the some as the patterris
... of the means. It con be concluded, therefore, that
the consistent finding of school year gains and

o :fxr;merilo?"s not a_function IoJ‘ a small number
o ndi vFuq_ s in the somple with large”summer

The relationship betweer™the size of the
in ond the size of the summer gain

(usually loss) for individuals was also ‘studied.
Although the correlations describing ' this.
relationship are fraught with measurement error,

_.—-they were large enough to indicate that ‘there is

an association between of school year gain
ond summer loss. Specifically, students who gain
- the most over the school year tend to be those

~who lose the most over the summer,

‘gain ond 12-month gain suggest that the ranking

~ of students by size of gain does not shift -

.dramatically from the end of one school year. to
the beginning of the next. . . S

.. .These data represent the only.attempt to

‘oddress the issue of summer; loss with several
longitudinal data’ sets, thereby eliminating the

. confounding introduced by cross-sectional data. .-

Although only four data sets were onalyzed, they
represent different programs, oge levels, subjects,’

h . tests, ahd schools: The findings of summer losses -

are quite consistent across all of these variables.

- Combined- with questions raised by ' preyious -
istencies between
‘evaluation results and the results of .

. research, such ‘as the i
"+ school
.-annpal statewide testing programs, the existence

mr losses dppears to be quite common for

( fonally disadvontaged students. Therefore,

, this phenomenon should be taken into account in

. designing and -carrying out evaluations  of
~ .compensatory education progroms. . ¢ o

It should be noted that the data demonstrate

that programs con show. evidence of sustained -
‘effects. Hence, a longer evaluation time period =
- Title | eligibility, program enroliment, staffing,

does not imply that all progroms would be judged
ineffective. S . N

~ Report . X .
."David, Jane L., mdSol H. Pelavin, Research on
. s - _Effectiveness . of C
gtion ams? - eanalysis o fa.

enlo ¢, Callfes n fonal. 7.
_ Controctor: SRI International o
<ol 333 Ravenswood Avenve - -
‘.. . Menlo Park, California 9402

t

'However, -
onalyses of the relationship between school year

" DISTRIBUTION AND CONCENTRATION OF -
TITLE | FUNDS INNEW JERSEYS . . = .
. P‘ . . ' : . M .

" Title | of the Elementary ond Secondary |
Education' Act of 1965 (ESEA) was -enacted. ™o

provide finoncial assistance to Local Educational

Agencies serving areas with concentrations of

the special " education needs of educationally .

deprived children.® -~ * | |
New Jersey received for fiscal yéar 1975-76° -

approximately .$49 million to be used for ESEA
Titke | projects.

funds on educational achievement. To address
these .problems, ‘an extensive New Jersey- ESEA
Title | data base for 1975-76 was designed: and’

developed. In the present research, this data base

was used in conjunction with other data bases to

" determine the effect of the Title I program, -

i
Method |

-

The project . consisted " of two distinet -
3ollecﬂon,' ond onalysis and -

segments:  data
presentationréf the information.

New Jersey.Department of Education an extensive _
and detailed application form. - The Title! data

- children from low-income fomilies to-expand and . -
- improve their- ‘educational progcams by various
~-means which contribute particularly to _meeting .

f Presently, little is known - ..
concerning the distribution and particularly the .-
effect of the dispersal and use of- these Titlel . E

tc _Collection. Eoct; ﬂscol yzar, local
: ed\mgonq'l,ngenc'u {LEAs) that are applying for ’

' ESEA Title! funds are required to submit.to the.

base was developed from infofmation contained in

: .thmqapllcdilbdg.' L

. Two types of data wire aollected—school
disfrict information and school information, The:
district data included information concerning

ond budgets. The ‘school information included

. program enrollment and staffing data.

-

' These data bases were then merged with the
foljowing existing .New Jersey' tment of .

 Education-data basess (1) the 1975 New Jersey
Assesimen

Educational - sment  Program's - Statewide

- - Reading and Mathematics Test results; (2) Federal ..
~ programs dissemingted In New Jersey; and (3) the

New Jersey school district demographic data base.
In this monner, a comprehensive ESEA Title | data

; Data Anolﬁ_l"'s ond Presentation. A _vﬁri'"e.ty of
descriptive statistics were oped from the

data. . Additionally, ¢orrelational anal) s were

performed. to determine . whether relationships - .

e

3.




d between the Title |

di

ER S S "0 3.. There was a generally positive & - . -
LG Certain general relat!crships between EbEA ‘relationship - between achleve- -
SR ‘Titlel' and - educationsi. achievement. -were . . ment.and time spent.per instruc-
‘evidenced, - ¢ R tor In Title | .instruction. This
] A o "may indicate that thos: achanda
A l. * Those : £As with higher averoge - allotting more time pw studerst -
, . Stoff {itie ! aclaries wefe usually ! per instructor for Titic t %.struc-
E ' the :ones with. the poorer.” - LRI tion were the better pecforming -
N pertorming  students ™ in “Both | : schools.’ * The results indicate- _
- reading and mathembtics. The 7 & . that-perhaps more ti:ne allotted -
key to this relationship’ liesin { SENN for these additional reading and
the definition of a‘large average=- ’ matherhatics programs. could.
- salory figufe.,  Where a high- . - result in increased achievement. .
gverage salary figure r,eprgsents‘;‘ o ~jevels for the students, e
high'pay to few. staff members, - : T ’
it. may be concluded ﬂ:gotamll: - 4, xcept for isolated instonces;, .
- . Title | "staff is not effectively -~ there. was' no relationship . -
"~ . meeting the academic needs of between.  achievement ' . and
. the students, St number of innovative ‘programs
o . PR f adopted or adapted. This may,
" 2. There was an inverse relationship: however, be an artifact of the - -
v - . between . achievemeht and stu- ' data. - There was not a large .
S ' T " This felo- - ‘. variability between achievement
I dent/instructor ratio. This . : en \
‘tionship strengthens the coriclu- .. and number of programs, which
_'sions drawn from the relatiorship may cause spurious correlations.
. per instructor. Thps‘eLEAsf‘wl ' Report - : o L
' oG r . . - o, - i
Csorger ratlo O et Koffler, Stephen L. An Analysts of Title Data in
. 'were the poorer performing - Wﬁef . drenton, N.J: New Jersey -
: LEAs. ‘This result, when taken _Department of Education. 1976, . .
in context with the. achieve- i : :
ment/salary-per-instructor cor-. S I
relation, may indicate that those - Contractor: New.Jersey Department of
: LEAs with a small but well-paid”-  *, ' - Education
- Title] staff are not odequately - 225 West State Street '
meeting the student needs. . ‘Trenton, New Jersey 08625
. -] ‘ )
- |
. . N . : -
¢ .

_ data, testing datd, and
”‘fm'""'-'m&!‘?-. - -

- .

. , student/instructor lfoﬁo.i, C

-

There should be a larger ‘staff, -

resulting ‘in. a - -smaller

4
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SURVEYOF mie HLEGAL smomug N f,'_‘ |

- stud?'s boslc meh d:jecffve was to .
determine. ; “what. oddﬂcm, deletions, - and

modﬂwlcns “to.. the Tltle -.
Hons - are needad - Improve

mihis ‘ﬂn g S;;;cif%lyi, ﬂ\e eonfroctor ‘
:, < 'm. : s clency, Istency, -
lcﬂvenes of the Tltle I Iegal. '

- V-Thc_ cplremerm achool dlstrlch;. g
« . must satisfy: toreee!veaslstm‘_-,*'
© ... under: Tme 1 {e.g., -eligibllity and- -~ -
'-.:"v;tomaﬂng ‘of children ‘and school -
B mmpvogun design,
. 'oormtmﬂon;, " comparability, -
wpplmﬂng, md porent Immlva- ‘

E ment) .

'-*72..}ch::¢- performed by sfate
. sducgtional agencies (SEA:) (e.g:y
; '#ﬂ'g:} o

tioh approval,

k 3- The re Wﬂp bomaen Tme l"., L
uddmcmmemmn

"bccmp ondmolm

.

CHAPTBR IV. RESEARCH ON ADMINISTRATION

sfotute and
-program |

Framework 'and Preliminary Anoly:b of ihe
- - Program Requirements.” :Upon completion of ﬂﬂs‘
‘paper, -the sscond stage

menced.
, the, Tlﬂb | requlremenfa was bogun.

alysi dTlﬂeragmanuly'—»" :

. 's.i crd rme lregulcﬂons

e

p—

,:'Tltle 1 pro?'cm directlves (pro-
, gran guldes

7. q.s. Office ‘of Educaﬂon (OE)
» progrcm support Po&oges

-8 'lrm:rmIOEmemormdc T | .

9, 'OEI cofrespondu\ce lfh S#cm
md local sd\ool dlstrlcfs b

Boud on 1h!a mol ls,
enﬂflcd YA Description of Tltle l

of the project com-.
‘A survey of how 10 Stofu lm«preted‘




‘ re?wchobjecﬂvewas -the preparation - of four
policy papers. *
. to the fopics It decusses

1. A description of the major appli- |
-—-cable legal . requirements ' (using
? - nonlegal terminology) - ..
An’ explanation of the pirpose of .
~ each requir including refer-

" ences fo rele portions of the:
legislative ad regul_ofo_:y history

2.

.~ -3 An analysis of the Interrelation-

ships-among requirements o
4. Examples of policies developed by
© - 105tates - . -

5. ‘Model questions. fof. Title | applic

catidon -forms, application check- . '

lists, and monitoring lnsfmtﬁents -

- Recommendations for “improving

the. clarity of the regulations and -

: ﬁ(fk:{ﬁd?he‘nsfrlcﬂve aspects.of
tle | ‘ : :

Findings |
. "% Although the paper
-pects . of the Title | legal framework, several

... géeneral conclusions can be stated. First, with few

. exceptions, the overall structure of Title I is

' '_ - . sound; l.e., the okhj,_lng;requlrmnts set forth in
o _statu regulctions . maximize the
© likelthood that.the Title | ‘funds” ifil ‘satisfy the .

"'”fhe'-amuw-v .and -

‘of- providing finoncial assis-

legisldtive - ;:roao ]
" ‘tance to_local school districts’ fo_ expand and
. improve the educational, programs for education-

;' ally deprived chlidren restding in low-income
.- areas, ., Second, OE's interpretations (i) are
i generally’ consistent with. the ' statute, (2) are
 Interndily condistent (i.e., complying.with one
. requirement “does not - .require . -contravening a
.- second requirement), and (3). permit maximuni
" -flexibllity ‘consistent with the legisiative purposes
~ of Title I. Third, the regulations contain general
-, -statements of policy
situations; Tisteod, these. explanations appeared in
. quidelines,” handbooks, and correspondence; ail of
» which:have been: officially superseded. Thus, the
i..-reguiations’ are  not ufficiently clear; i.e., Stafes

. range_ of -occeptable and

oo ,‘ . AR . ‘ - . ’. -, _.: o

.4

) paper contains, with respect.

$ concern dlff,r.ent.‘oi-.

" Sliverstein, Robert, Patricia J: ‘Cowey, Dovid

/. statements of policy but do not explain how Yhese
. policies are fo-be applied.in commonly occurring .

. under TFitle L . One of  the: major- effects of this'
. Jack-of clarity.is that'some state and local schdol -
c.districts are pursuing overly restrictive practices

&

not prescribed by Title i, This ressarch conciudes

i -that Increased. clarity in the regulations would™ . .-

result’ inincréased- awareness by LEAs ‘of ‘the . :
flexibility thot “the legal framework gronts them. ..
e e o o
, Th':mfwrf regorts contaih mm“*m .
- mendatiens - for  stotutory. and- regulatory. -
Repoets =~ . - =~ .. "
-Gaoffney Michael, C 'ine‘-ﬂ\onm,f 2 deobdﬁ - -
Sil’\rashin,- An - Analysls of the - L

- 'Framework for Siate: -

T m’ : N
F't;;_'lfor Civil R?'w.

e

O . .
. DG "Lawyers?

~

Silveritein, Rabert. An Introductory Overview *°
""" Cancerning the Basls Tor ted lorliy o
: Recrlcﬁvm “of fi Pro b -

Washli D.C.s Lawyers' Committee for g
Civii Rlghts Under Law. September 1977.

oty
- -Ellen ttiemrion, Carel Morgan; ol
P M. -Schember, A Descr la:g':?ﬁq:ﬂﬂc b,

eoX: yyers ttee for Clvil Rights-

.

_ Carol - Morgan,  ond .. Donlel” M. .
LN ol Morga  Donlel M.

.
-
Ce T

" Silverstein, Robert; and Dohlel"M. Schiember.- An -~
- = Analysls_of the Basis - _

U’* Lw., )

Act. - . Washingfo
Committea for- Civil
~September 1977. -
- Contractor: ~* Lawyers’ Committee For Civil
- ' Rights Under Law .
¢ N A.A‘ A‘ m's’hs" .’.N'WQ ‘ . .
’ » .- . Weshington, D.C. 20005..
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STUDY OF THE ADMINISTRATION OF TITLE ‘|
IN 8 STATES AND 32 SCHOOL DISTRICTS

This project is @ compoarative unolysis' of
case studies of the odministration .and

... _ implementation of ESEA Title 1 in 8 States and 32
7 “~“local school districts, 4 1 eoch State. The brood

-purpose of this compar .rive analysis is to provide
the National Institute of Education (NIE) and the
Congress with an understanding of the ways in
which and the extent to which Federal and state
odministrative octivities and proctices influence
the management of Title | programs at the local
level. More directly, this study was designed to
accormplish the followin?’: :

I. Determine the nature of state
administrative policies ond proc-
tices /

2. Analyze the factors influercing
different state Title | odministro-
tive policies and proctices and the
consequences of such differences
for local Title | administration

3.  Suggest “appropriate future
Federol odministrative strategies,
encompassing possible changes in
Federa!l -Title I legisiation,
regulatipns, guidelines, and od-
ministrative procedures

The study examined the extenf 1o which the
structure of Title | odministration—leqislative
- provisions, program regulations of the Department
of Health, Education, and Welfore, ond Federal
ond state administrative procedures—can and do
leod 16 well-odministered Titlz | programs at the
local level. It examined the structural linkoges
that constitute Title I's inter governmental System;
it sought fo illumingte the nature and qualit of
the reiqtionship between the Federol Government
and the\States, betiveen the States and their
school disteicts, between the schoo! districts ond
their Title | schools, ond between school adminis-
frators, teochers, teachers’ aides, porents, and
Title | pupits.

Method

Over 1,200 interviews were cm&.ucted od a

comparable number of .documenis reviewed
regarding Title | odministration in B States, 32
districts, and |16~schoois. In selecting the

.- ogencies and schools 1o be included in the case

studies, the primary abjective was to maximize
the extent to which key contextual ond

K 4

administrative charoctefistics were represented.

" Important foctors in selecting States Included -

reported performance on.U.S, Office of Education
evaluations, geographical' location, metro- -

- politan/rural charocter, presence of a state com-"

45

pensatory education .program, state political
cylture, inclusion in other NIE Title | studies,
state educational ogency (SEA) organizational
characteristics, ond special problems associated
with individuol States. Local distrigt selection
objectives were as follows: : .

l.-. One large abon local educational
_agency (LEA); where possible, the
largest in the State .

7 2. Two middie-sized urbon LEAs - -
3. Cne reiatively small LEA in a
rural area )

" A number of criteria- were utilized in
selecting Title | schools within each district. The -
seléction criteria utilized for school. selection
included: grode’ level ond spon; size of school;
populotions (ethnic) served; subdistrict distribu-
tion; principal's_tferwre and degree of perceived
leadership; Parent Advisory Council involvemnent;
program emphases; years as a Title 4 school;
participation in. the State's compensatory
education program; ond status. regerding Title |
regulatory . complionce ("exemplary,” problem
areas, change over time, etc.)._ -

To determine program structures and
orgonizations, the.study teoms sought to ascer-
tain approoches, emphases, and proctices .related
to these creas of monogement: plonning and
policymaoking; fiscol ollocatior and. budgeting;
technical assistance; monitoring; ond
dissemination/interpretation. The annual applica-
tion/proposal process was also carefully examined.

tight Title | regulatory areas, four relating

"to funds allacation and four emphasizing progrem

development, were selected for specia! attention
across the eight case studies, These were as
follows: -

Funds Allocation lssue Areas

School selection
Student selection
Concentrotion of effor}
Comparability

{.

2.

3

4.

DU Progrom Development Issue Areos

I.  Needs development
2. Progrom design

3. Parental involvement
4. . Evaluction

(9] |
S



g Monpublic school participation, were, addreaséd.

LS

2

~ in fnfluencing the nature of

- I. The busit ‘framework of the

program
X and

Y o
general " aid,

. Although considerable improvernent ‘in the

- odministrative performance of SEAS and LEAS has -
bomcvlduudln‘!lnlat5m7ye<n,.twdody »
. ." Indicates that attention fo the Ti" : | reguiations

has been decidedly uweven and the.. odministrative

effectiveness vories considerably in the -elght ~

. Stqtey studied. The study also found that
fn Federal role is often an importont foctor

basic state Title |
‘oaches fo administration. :

’ The following are major conclusions drawn
regarding the strengths and weogkmesses of the
Federal Government's current Title | oriemtation
ond policies:

current”  regulotions must be
presetved = fo  assure  the
cﬂdnmep' of Feder-l goais.

w reguiations, when enforced, provide the
fou ion for etfective admipistration of Title |
programs.  They have thus far succeeded in
‘establishing and protecting the existence of cate-
gorical Title | programs ogainst countervailing
irfluences in local and state settings. Without the
compliance categories” of the Federal Tiyl» |
reguiqtions, the interests of educationally d:s-
aodvantaged populotions stand in clear ganger of

: :f""! disploced, by districts and States, in “gvor

competing inferests. » Seriows effor?

must be made to clarify state and local undier .
standing of the raquiremernts in order to clear o
remaining problems, overcoms rigid -

ol expectations, and promote

responses fo
in keeping with local resources

compli
|7
~

2. The intergovernmentol relation-
ships that function in Title | in the
mid-1970's should not be viewed
as unrelenting combat’ between
the Federal Government ond stote
educational agencies, between
SEAs and their LEAS; or between
those who accept ﬂn‘prir:‘idplg of

" compensatory sducation and those

N\ who wish to use the funds for
aﬁ_’pwpuu. }
Insufficient knowledge and monagerioal cdgpo-

city and a number of legitimate loco! foctors ond

concerns contribute fo problems of Title | pro-
.gram odministration. Improving program imple-

.

areas, such a8

. ‘stoffed that
curient Federal expectations. Problems remain-

Where States and districts are
productive intergovernmental relationships may
require keeping the use of overt outhority and
sonctions inreserve, - ‘ _ o

i
3. During the lost few yeors,

- sufficient improvement. has -been
made in program administration in .
many States and local districts<o
{usﬂfy confidence®in the basic
ntergovernmental odministrative -
model embodied in the legisiation’

- The contractor feels that white mo-major,

fundamental change in assumptions is worranted,
@ number of modifications should be considered In

order fo enhance both accountability and program

_flexibility, *

Most of the 8 States and 32 LEAs

. studled monage Title | in o
monner generally consistent with
Federal expectations oand in: 5.
monner that has been strongly
influenced by the Faderal
Covernmen®,

Somoe of the States and.local distritts are
odminigtering the Title | program in @ manner that
is highly incompatible with-Federal expectations,
but these seem to be In the minarity. The large
majority of SEAs ond_LEAs In. this study are
sufficiently - well motivated, structured, ond
they con meet satisfoctorily most

o,

ing in these States and districts are, for the most .
part, in arecs where Federal ‘expectations are .

either not clearly understood or .too modest.

Pl v

5. Federdl infiuence has been largely
+  effgetive o inducing’ States ond
diftricts to oddress funds alloca-

© 1on responsibilities; it has beeri.
far less effective “in..inducing
Stotes and distrigts to attend to
progrom  development regpon-
sibilities. . ,

Lt
D

€
H )
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state ond local policies ond procedures for
ochieving accountability . in the funds allocotion

agrea. This system needs further refinement to-

" maximize state ond local‘performance. However,

the system that hos evolved is not currently -

equipped (in terms of motivation, knowledge, and

capacity) to deal effectively with issues of pro-

grap development, This deficiency is reflected in

a General lock of systematic ond sustained Gtten-
> tion fo these important responsibifities of States

and local districts. :

6. The role orientation exhibited by
on SEA is the most critical deter-
minont of its odministrative
performance ond - the nature of
LEA responses to state odminis--

- trative initiatives.

The Federal Govelnment's interests are best
served when state | ational agencies share
Federal progrom goals and exert leadership to
assure compliance ond program effectiveness.
Ideally, the Federal Government should attempt

to chonge the role orientation- of Statés that -

currently view their Title | responsibilities as an
administrative chore rather thon a leodership
opportunity.  Though state and local contextual
foctors will probably make uniform attainment of
that objective impossible, it appears entirely
possible that the Federal Government can signi-
ficantly offect an SEA's role arientation provided
<ertain administrative policies and procedures are
- choanged at the Federal, state, ond district levels.

Repor?
A "Goettel, Robert J., Bernard'A. Kaplon, and Martin

" .~ E. Orlond. Synthesis Report—A Cgﬁgo-
. '+ tive Analysis o ntie 1, in_Eight
C

States. Syracuse, N.Y.: Syrocuse Resear
Corporation. October 1977.

Contrqctor:‘ Syracuse Reseorch Corporation’
" Merrill Lone - ‘
Syrocuse, New York 13210 -

STUDY OF STATE ADMINISIRATION OF TITLE
i . . .
P'urQ'se 5 .
 State e&ucdtioml agencies (SEAs) receive
little specific direction from the Federal-Govern-

'Ddo from this study are being ploced in on
archive. = A descriptiori of the archive project
rrwbofg.mdmp.ss. ' L ;

L)

.- C -

" The F;derol Government has been successful .
in fostering the development of o basic system of :

f

ment regarding how they should be organized or
staffed for -purposes of Title | administration.
State odministrative patterns, thereforé, have
become individually- designed to meet the specific
needs of each State. This study's abjective was to
define the variotion in'how States administer
Titlel, ossess ony differences this  variation
makes, ond delineate the factors which appear to
account for.” these differences.  Specific study
questions included:

I. How do Statzs administer Title |

) in terms of staffing, activities,
and relationships with local edu-
cational agencies (I_EAs)?

2. Are there statistically predictable
relationships between, for
example, the use of set-asides- or
the existence of particular
‘features (such as a state compen-
satory education program) and the -
level " or type of SEA Title |
odministrative octivity? -

3. Are there particular patterns of
SEA Title | odministration that
appear to be most effective in-
csuring compliance at the local
leve.? :

Method

The basis of this project was data collected
throuch on-site interviews of Title | directors in -
46 States. The survey contained.98 questions
(most of ‘which were closed-end=d) divided into

two major areas:

1. SEA provisions concerning - the.
interpretation and dissemination
of U.S. Office of Education (OE)

' and state regulations;. moniforing
and enforcement of these regulo-
-tions; and technical assistance
received

. 2. Characteristics of the state
- Title I office concerning staff
charocteristics and utilizations
relationship of the state office to
OE; the existence .of a state- °
funded compensatory education
program; and the overall adminis-
tration of Title | .

e put into a data base for use in subsequent
lysis. There were several levels of onalysis,
ronging from simple frequency, distributions to.
fairly complex regression aonalyses to determine
the relationship of particular dependent and inde-

—\‘ ~After responses were verified, thé results

- w57 - ’l/

L ke
il .



. Findings - .
e Chopter ll of the eport listed below,

.National Institute of Education. Administretion
_ _ ' of y Education.” Washington, -
: - : : ' Xok) .institute of Education,
" . See Chapter IV of the report_listed below. - US. Department. of Health, Education, oand.
S S BN . ) ’ Welfare. September 30, 1977. B
: National Institute of Education. Administration : ) . : -
. of Education. Wmngton,-' TITLE | AND  STATE COMPENSATORY
v Cat onq| tute of Educafion, - EDUCATION PROGRAMS ' o
,U.S.Depa'm:entofl-leol_th,Educaﬂon,md-' ] - '
.- Welfare. .September- 30, 1977. : - Purpose

Contractors: - .Booz, Allenm&l"hﬁllf’on, nc. el As part of _ifs. survey of mmy
; . 1025 Connecticyt Avenue, N.W, ~ education, the Cao?res asked the National Insti-
ducation

. Washington, D.C. 20036 . tute of E NIE) to study the character- -
- - ’ ‘istics. of state progrens. The study of state

o ) ) Ng;l:;ml Opinign Research compensatfory education was designed to provides
.6030 South Ellis Avenwe l. Descriptions of state compensa-

- Chicogo, Wlinois 60637 . . fory,eg.:coﬂon programs currently

o _ : in operation, - including funding,

Policy Research Carporation _ - services provided, and administra-

35 East Wocker Drive - ) “tlon- - AR : .

! ‘Chicago,_lllinois 6060 _ '
’ ) L e "2, A discussion of whether the

- L programs provide possible models ..

‘ . _ - - for Title | _ o
“STUDY OF FEDERAL ADMINISTRATION OF 3. A discussion of the extent to
TITLE | _ LT = which Title| currently affects
b ) _ state- incentives , 10 introduce.
- Purpose . ' . s A . . compensafory prggrams .ond fto

operan.: them efficiently
This study was designed o assess. the clarity » thod . :
ond emsweru?cyy, of'd::e Fec_l:fol Governmen:'ys Me . . -
- etforts to apply the Title | legal framework in the . NIE collected detailéd written descriptiors .
~ day-fo-day- operation of the- program. - The of compensatory education programs from 14 of
ressarch provides Congress with ~ information the States currently funding them, conducted -
about possible modification of the Fedetal Title | interviews with the personnel In thesd States, ond

- “administrative machinery, .held conferences’ with state and local progran

L e . - coordinators fo discuss the operation of staie
"~ Method . S, . \Qcms and their relationship to TFitle |.
E— . _» .

, » .

- _The research focused on those provisionis in Findi

. -the Title | legal framework which-relate to the = - ) » ‘

supplementary - nature of the Title | program. . Funding and Eligibility, In fiscal year 1976,
Staff of the National Institute of Education 16 States a'immore F&m $364 million for the

, _ y Eduéation Division collected the education of children disadvantaged by virtue of

data through a review of Title! audits and poverty,  longuage, level of academic. -

- -program reviews and of other official communico- ochievement, or location. Funding levels among

*  tlons between the Federol Government, ‘States, the States vary - corisiderably, although - some

ond LEAs, as well ds through extensive interviews - Sigtes provide nearly 40% of the combined -

with officials ot various Jevels responsible for the Federal and state funding for compensatory edu-
Federal odministration of Title I cation.. These funds are most. often allocated 1o

| .lm’ 88

.




| e oot detricts o

.

, y the bosis of
. however, two States, Washington dnd Wisconsin,

. ‘award grants-on -the basis of competitive appli-

cation.. While most States allocate funds on the .

Basis " of -economic disadvantage,  Michigan and

. New York al

w ate solely on the basis of achieve-
. . ment criteria. Co e oo

o formule; © * JOHNSON COUNTY TITLE | DESEGREGATION .

SSTUDY _— -

' This is @ case study of ‘@ city/county merger

plus desegregation. It was done to examine the - .

. e Servlces. Servim proV!de'd. tlrot;gﬁ state -

programs resemble

Usually funds aré used to provide Teading and

those provided under Title |, -

.mathematics instruction for/ children ot the

elementary level. Some distri¢ts and States might
*fund programs to meet ‘unique
education ar other pressing concerns.

needs of bilingual

" . Administration. States Invest little ﬁme,‘-‘_.
effort, or money -in the administration of their

own programs. When States do attempt to -
- .~ admini. .er-their programs, they rely heavily on..
. Title | to sybsidize "their .administration. - One

‘consequence of the relatively low funding: for
. administration is that monitoring of the degree to
which services funded by state compensatory
. education: programs are supplementary is almost
nonexistent. Even in States that expressly require
. state funds fo be Used for supplemental services,
districts carry the burden of ensuring supple-
mentation. ' '

Title I does not

K Relationship with Title 1. ,
interfere with the state compensatory programs’

‘except where _Title | itself .is . difficult to
implement. In interviews, coordinators of state
programs stressed that Title | was necessary for

the success of their own effort. Without Title |, -

they argued, few States would have initiated, or
" would continve, funding programs for the dis-
. . ' g . . ' N : '

. “'Conclusion. -~ State programs- have been

e
provide a significont level of funding. In general,

most one-third of the States and -

they targef funds, fo the some type of pupils and _

' . :provide the same type of services. These pro-

grams thus provide services that complement ond
augment Title |- However, their continued growth
is.not assured. In a'time of general fiscal crisis’in
education, it is unlikely that many more States

will initiate major compensatory education pro- -

grams.

Report -, % -

National Institute of Eduggtion. Administration
- of i

er V.
onal Institute of

. on, L.C.2 : .
. Education, U.S. Department of Health, -~ .-
‘ .E;t?:;:oﬁm,‘ ond Welfare. ~ September 30, -

~

-

v

- “current Title |

_ functioning. of the merged. district within-the -

-~ context of existing Title | regulations. It was seen ..

", as an opportunity to examine the extent fo which
r regulations dccommodate the needs -

of such distri

. 7. Nine local, two state, and three Federal
. Title.1 odministrators were interviewed concem-

ing- the problems coused and.alleviated by Title | -

regulations. Phase | of the study Involved identi-'

fication by - local Title! administrators
" regulations causing problems and those helping to
‘solve’ problems. olicit
- opinions on the issues identified in Phase | by
- local, state, and Federal Title | administrators.

Findings

R

O\;G’Oll, there .was fittle clear

Examples of issues addressed.are:

l.  Continuous Eligibility of St ts.
hdving Title | "follow the child"to.
accomplish _this.in. order to.lend
stability in a changing educational”

- program.” Others felt it would not
lend stability. . o

Needs Assessment. The discussion

_ -upon follow-the-child

_ issue. - When are needs to be
- assessed, before or after bussing?

3.-__|dentification of Title | Recir

consensus.

-

2.

ients

CNOO Q e

definitions - -

Evaluation of Students' Progress.
s was the most controversial-
bofhm.' ‘ Sta\dar:!’lzed tests were
' " lauded condemned,
© Alfernatives were offered or
found wonting. - o

: T%‘ ! Aldes. While there was
T agreement - that
districts ‘should decide how,
where, ond when to use teachers'

g adlides, there was. eement on
- the capablilities of principals ond

. b

of
Phase It involved soliciting *
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~"on the abilities of the available -
. oldosfohe fruly helpful in slos-

" rooms. ,
" . Parent.: Council:  The
“was ‘seenr as useful.: Prob- .
- lems included greater sophistica- .
. -Yion of the city over the county -
* . PAC {and consequenit rivalry); the

need for training of PAC mem- _
. bers; and the.need for the district -~
to be more serious in its parent
involvement efforts. :

7. Title I aided Johnson County in o
forcing a degree of planning and
corr_r_nunicuﬂm S ’ . ,

R : N Tiﬂe“_ I was diso on ‘inflexible
e _ program; it had to- be worked
: - around if?'-tignles of mjo_r_-dmgg
" when flexibility was strong

e

' Thisrmann, Francis C., and John A. DeFldminis.

e
- assessment, pupil selection, ‘end program formu-

jon S :
e, Ky.:

. ~Johnson C Title lﬁ?’%’gq_ﬁr_tg
. versity o vilie. 1977,

. Contractor: Educorion Consoftium
T R 675 River City Mall _ .
N - Lovisville, Keptudcy 40202 -

t

" SELECTING . - EDUGATIONALLY = DEPRIVED

~ CHILDREN'FOR TITLE k- A REVIEW OF THE
LEGAL ISSUES g B
3 -, . . -~
r.n’ se ' . .. - . 3 .

The project sought ﬁ-iiiqnﬁfy' and evaluats
major legal .issues rcise¢ by the needs
lotion ts of Tile | process. The purpose
of -this analysis \m'::’ 1o determire in what

. _ , ) respects
.~ Title | might be winerable 1o legal challenges, as

well as fo suggest changgs in statute, _regul;_:ﬂon, /

~or implementation pry s

.. o : A,
-~ The project was orgonized to: .
‘1. Descrive relevant uspects of the

 Title | statute and reguiations

2. Provid: o doiwl&ok,&own from
~ - prior and.contemporaniaus studies

- uniformity "of application: e | e
"vag s of some of Title I's sperational terms.

- succeed

" implement such

" Repart

comipissioned by - NIE, at the
‘ " actual - implementation” of needs '
. assessment, pupil selection, end
- -~ program formulation " '

3. Sketch the general legal context

. in which challenges to'Title Iwill.~ , .

.be resolved

4  Analyze aud assess specific legal
cholletiges o

5. State conclusions about likély__;l :
velopments in the legal responses
to Title | challenges : '

Findings o o
" Recent developments in the Fedéral courts,
-as to both procedural and - substantive matters,

will make legal challenges to Titie ! generally
more difficult.  These developments inciude nar-

rowing interpretations of stonding.to sue, jurisdic- - -

. tion of the courts, adjudicability of legal issues

likely to be presented; the impact” of - racially— '

disproportionate results of governmental actios:,
‘and the facts

due process protections.

in general, - brp&d, ’ Constitutional’y based
challenges fo fun’damen?nl aspects of Title | pupil .

- selection will be unlikeiy. 1~ prevail. This inciudes
challenges such as the invalidity of pupil classifi-

coilon per se, the lock of geographicai and ociher
of Title. ], and the

vagueness |
The alleged absence of adequate procedurui due

. process protections. for ‘siivjents may pose tnore

djfficult questions for the courts, ,
Na'rdw'er challengas dd&essecj fo épeciflc-

‘doficiencies in Title | pupil selectior: "procecires,

and especially to fallires of Federal; state, and
locnl agencies 16 crinply with #e letter or spirit
of Titlel and its reguiations, are inure llkely to -
in the courtz, ' Many of ihe areas of
winzrability ere being ‘identified by other NIE -

projecta. These inciude evidence of inadequacics -
. It: aspects of needs assessment, pupll selecﬂow_'t_, :

progcam implementation, mdcvalpaﬂon:_, 5

.. To the extent that adequate reguiatory an::
administrative are made in response to
well-founded criticisms of Title I, Its visinerability
fo legal challenges will be; reduced. Failure to
‘ ' will provide c_basis’ for

likely judicial infervent
_—

Tractenberg, Paul L. Selecting Educationally

necessry” to .demonstrate the .
. requisite liberty or property interests for invoking .




- teaching.. A :significqnt

'_socid . aspects

“Paul L. Trattenberg .
" Rutgers School of Law
180 University Avenue

VARIABLES - THAT '- AFFECT.

* foctors - affecting - the _administration” and

- coordination’of compensatory. education programs.

The . primary purpose of administration ' is to
provide resources and conditions, for “éffective
ficgnt measl of effective
teaching :is the level of satisfaction as indicated
by teachers. In this study, the term "teacher

satisfaction” means a high correlation ‘betiveen -

teachers’ perceptions of ideal and real conditions
in their. working environment. This study also
aftempts to identify the various administrative
variobles in 1
that lead fo effective feaching ond teocher
- satisfaction, - . o

. . N N . 4
- Method -~ S
. P

e

h Tﬁemejhodmedin this &udywds-toreview

- and compare the research findings which explored
~ the relationship between teacher satisfaction and .
- administration. Operati

_ out of the basic tenets
of the work of Mayo and his associates at Harvard
and the commentaries of Bamard and Follett,
great attention was given to concern for the

cts of ' administration and the

responsibility of - the~ administrator to provide
activities that fulfill the needs of individual staff
members . .while

*

. Findings

© Four instruments a'cL_'
out research on the administrative variables that
" affect comripensatory e_duqotion programs:

I. The - National ~ Education
: Association - - (NEA) .. Needs

. Assemment  Instrument  was
~ designed o probe teachers' per-
. ceptions of néeds. Based on a.
. discrepancy model, it measyres
. téachers' perceptions of Ideai-and -
real conditions in .18 categories.

© Newark, New Jersey. 07102 -

. ADMINISTRATION AND COORDINATION OF
. COMPENSATORY EDUCATION PROGRArAE -

. Pupose _
- .'The purpose of this project was fo identify.

ory.-&ducation programs .

: effectively . advancing  the
_-organization-foward its goals. '

suggested c&rying .

 Review of

< Categories . are - related  to"
~.. _resources for teaching, program = -7
” definition, professiondl role of the - - o
'+ _teacher, and administration sup- - -
) . ti.i-m. . v ol ..
.. ~2 'The Didlogue;. Decision-making,
h Action and Evaluation (oo,_gé") ,
questionnaire. was developed_by -

: /E/A for use in the League of '
, ,ggopavoﬂ_ng Schools. - Questions

re clustered around the concepts

- . of _ dialogue,  decisionmaking,

: action, and: evaluation ot the .
- school leyel. The focus ef the
questionnaire is on the profession-

ql role of the teacher

3. Decision point analysis, developed
- by Eye and others, can be used as -
a supplement’ to the DDAE
- questionnaire for ' exploring the
" professional role of the teacher.
- It is q discrepancy measure that
can be.used to determine percep-
.. .. tions of where decisions should be -
made in a school system. , e

4. The Organization . Climate De-:
scription questionnaire (Haipin
and Croft) . assesses eight cate- -
gories: disengagement, hindronce, " -

rit, intimocy, aioofness, pro-

on emphasis, thrust, and con-
sidesation. ST

- No -clgim. s made -that . this s a
- comprehensive set of instruments. However, the -
results of research studies,.program evaluations, -

ond project findings seem sufficient to give sound

+. direction—tempered by the logic of professional
experience and perceptions of concemed educa-- -
tors—for jidentifying the variables that affect the |
administrotion and coordination of compensatory
educationprograms, .~ - :

The results of the review-and comparison led

" fo the devefopment of four categories affecting
s the’ admiinis¢ration_and coordination of compensa-

fory education programs.© -~

l. Prr_ozan"ohﬁnmon. ‘A major
- function of nistration is plan- -
ning which resilts in a clear pro-
gram definition, ‘including objec-

- tives to be dchieved, a description
of various means for-achievingthe -
goals, ond an evaluation system .

 which isi ongoing -and "used for
-constant feedback for refining and

- redefining the program.- Program
definitions must have commit-

Sl o



’“"" frommd be ""d“"”"d b’ -~ R is .'job related, ongolng, .
2¢Hleac - - There- 70 LT teachers-they are given fair
- g SgEcenecesiary for teachers fo " . .7 v . ond just salaries within the
Tpyeant. shelr jobs s o major s © fiscal ' constraints of the -
"'+ .7 programs, the need for plawing :orklngeébrﬂmons; Plocam
v?l: :L;;leci; eséhﬁq!in.a’cfier fo meet - s ' -
S L verse needs of ‘students. - :  fai ice teacher
RN ‘This planning time must be ode- =~ - - ¢ e‘:!;luo;'lgt—ce\.;‘alut;.iflod is
- Soaching s 1o be bom foooners designed not a3 d threat or
%, " e ng is fo b e . p "
; sustained..  Class size must be L Restiment, oot S
.w;ofﬂn:‘—; ' workobl:’. . " competent professional; and -
o " well-- as - instructional maferlals, t e estd:llshll;ig - sound working"
. - equipment, - “and facilities for ' . relationships with the com-
o teaching, if teachers are: to be o munity—there Is community
effective in their work, -~ - ' ' involvemi 1 !
i : . : . involvement in setting attain-
: : v o ] . g:_le goals :or' fhede';:rogrm
: I ) _ o arents- -of ' students .are
3 L"’c"“' %om.pdrﬁlclml St o‘:m:f’ coe i.  assisted in understanding the
© . —teacher§ in planmning and decit ' . h p:?ngfram t";,mlmeyfm
*  sionmdking in a system oriented T rr %':f R ngs o -

too{,eollsﬂcolly assessirig its own o . program. .. L

problems and potential charac- - Ra : '

terizedby: . - . . —E-Re_ ! ‘ . ‘

1 a. participation in plonning and Varigbles_Which -Affect the Administration ond
. . ; . nation . or on
. decisionmaking; = .. . ®
. . _ L O “,nmon.i--s .

b. _ responsiblity far moking dé- - =ducatlon Assoclation. July 1975. -
cisions '~ dabout . the" . e . ' . -
instructjonal program in their N Contractor: National Education Association

. RS ) B Washlngpn, D.C. 20036

¢. school system and odmin- : .- :
istrative leodershi;; oriented P
to a..problem-solving ap- - - ’

S ¢ proach .fo planning and de- : T'HEPAC STUDY
_I ' ..clslomnoklr\g... ’ Purpose . - | | B o
4.. Administrative s_umF orts 'tfa'r - Pa;“gﬁ;u:v «In exploEmory“sfud(ypfcfh)e Impacf' :: -
O S, most important : . sory Councils s) on 3
P actf\_rlty&‘:: myl 'oqr:ﬁﬂonal . management hemol ?én:anf;:f:und of'l Tltlecll_
enterpr teaching. most programs at the | evel. y ‘= intende
crucial- group in* the educational not only to confribute . fo an assessment -of the
" enterprise is feochers. ‘A major Title | program, but also to assist NIE generally in .
function of the administrative its policy planning regarding citizen participation. .
_ "~ staff is to provide support-for - . o b reee
T - teqchers.” Administrative support .  —~ - Local, state, and Federal Title | officials
is refloct;g [ S o mknowolfedge that, there: is wide variation in the
S TS : monagement roles PACs play .In local
; G " cohesiveness of. the faculty— . Title | programs. ‘These officials have known PAC

. . they are part'of a team; . responsibility. and influence fo vary from virtually

C ' , no involvement on the one hand.to substontial

b. provisions for Inservice * influence over budget, hiring, and program design

* training of feochpgs—trglnlng' ) ond evaluation .on the other.  This - small
7
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" PRELIMINARY WORK
 OFESEATITLEl -

-~ o

s QAP

L _Lok(ctay study wilj:’cﬂ'en.lpt to provide data on
'":. ‘tmu . ‘-_ _m var ‘:

- YndetStanding . of . which *

7 Three districts. In each -ofi¢ihree - States

showing variations in the role orid respdhsibility. of

- .PACs in. relation- to’ the ‘administration and

manogement of Title | programs were. studied by
.using survey questionnaires. Respondents included

~ were/ held at 'NIE.

principals of Title | schools, 3chool-level PAC

. -chalrpersons,. district-level PAC members, local

supefintendents, and - participants in- other

community - organizations.”  Analyses’ will- be. ..

directed tqwtrdfhe'fo!low_ipg’:
-~ I." Comparing’ PAC roles and the
- levels of support provided by the
- local school, the district, and the

State AT , i}

Comparing  district-level and
- school-level PAC members with
local educational aogency (LEA)
staff ~

2.

3. Comparing PAC roles with dis-
frict and state policies on parent
' involvement in Title | programs

. - . Lazarsfeld and Barfon's method for gener- -

-~ -and State Title | officials, school board members, -

. ating "natural classes" will be used in assessing
the information - contained in _the open-erided

questions.

Findings "'A‘ e

Findings will be reported'in the fall of 1978,
_Contractor: CP| Associates, Inc. . .

8435 North Steammons Freeway

Svite 120 - :
Dallas, Texas 75247

. 4 4

IN THE ADMINISTRATION

’

" During thé planning of the National Institute

of “Education (NIE) Compensatory .Education
Study, the dissemination-and implementation- of -
Title I' regulgtions was often mentioned as o
problem . area
" researchers
. communicated.

both proctitioners . and

by
. Information ~was especially

with  whom: _the NIE - stoff

53

" locking regarding the way regulations, both Fed-
~erdl and State, operate at .}?\e

_district. level “in
ronurban _arecs.? "This. project increased NIE's
h * regulations: presented. -
% problems to local administrators and -how these
problems- affected the nature of: districts' Tifle I s
programs L . :

In -October - 1975, two small conferences

superfr_rteqdenfs; Title | directors, or other district
- personnel -charged with the administration of

Title L.programs. The first conference focusedon ..

small rural school districts; -the |l “districts '
represented ranged in size from 250 to 4,500
pupils.  The' I3 participants at the second

- conference came from small cities and, therefore, -

_ medium-sized districts, averaging 12,000 pupils. In
total, 21 Stotg's were represented, .

.. ‘Edch participant prepared a short paper

addressing probléms encountered in _the o
administration of Title | in his or her district. NIE -
staff summarized remarks and led general
- discussions, * T | - .

Findings S

— . T .
. Problems with Title | Regulations

: Parent ' Advisory Councils. Many. small -
districts_have difficulty persuading even a.small

number.of parents fo attend meetings, and advis:
~ory councils sometimes’ give little substantive

input. -Some parents feel that the school staff

“should assume . full responsibility' for program Lo

‘design, implementation, and evaluafion. - When'

smaller districts receive Federal funds for several.

programs, many of which. require individual ‘ad- -
visory councils, the parents who are willing fo - *
become involved may be burdened with numerous
-‘requests fo attend meetings, frequently at
erable distance from their homes. Additionally,
elected school advisory councils involve a large -

amount of administrative work and require voting - -

so early in the school year that parents do not yet - )
know one another.  Despite these problems, many -
. participants - felt that advisory councils are

, gsrficulm'ly weful in protecting the inferests of
]

tle | children in communities where there are

pressures fo use funds for other purposes.

Participants felt that Title I

. - Supplanting.
" programs cannot be wholly supplementary and._still

operate within the schoolday, = Someé States
operated after-school or summer school Tifle |

programs for a number of years in order to comply

with their interprefation of this regulation. Other
‘Statés discourage pullout programs during regular” -

- . Participants were-" -

Sorisid- -




. definite need ot

parabiliy .-
difficulties. fc%l distr

ﬂndpd .
"welf;as the. udnln]stmht

The eoncenfruﬂon of servlcu by
‘many States on elementary school .
children when there is also_a :::

upper levels, es-

) peclolly Junior hlgh school :

. 'which Increase necessary .
- Keeping: without deleting old' re-

"Tﬁe

t chmges in both
Federol and .stafe regulations,
record-

quirements and often involve. new
daf ing
dwumh:mm a special strain
small . districts, - where!
odnlnbtroﬂve money ond staff

‘ ae especiolly llmited

3.

e

The odnlristraﬂve ‘chain of com-

mand which often puts Title | pro-
grams ovutside the jurisdiction of

the school principal, thereby.in- -

‘creasing the llleel]hood of poor

regula' schiool programs 3

The disparity between Federal

program persomel in Imefpretlng
regukmom .

" That imost Stam inslst .on ‘stan-
. dardjzed tests fo fulfill Federal
" evaluation wmplremonm lt was

felt -that tests are of little
help in evalugtion or future

planning since they do not, reflect -
~what hhgapens in. Tme } prog'ans v

fodarolly fmded prog'cm:. Com;
"present - apoclo
k‘s‘.;hlch covccl,z
geographic qareas, ‘since operating costs are often
_¢nr lnremofe schools.

efforts; “these

' coordination betwéen Title! and

‘of .

- “audifors and Federal aond state -

_ Reports

. by NJE

- and

_3. -

','l'here

- tion'would be extremely helpful.

for -
euem’fclly

dlmlnuﬂngﬂ\emofthtm
. 'recent evuluuﬂomh!hlpimuing
'.jprocas.

N '.l,- e
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